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DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 
APPROPRIATIONS FOR 2012 


Wednesday, March 2, 2011. 

DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 
WITNESS 

HON. JANET NAPOLITANO, SECRETARY, UNITED STATES DEPART- 
MENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 

Opening Statement: Chairman Aderholt 

Mr. Aderholt. The hearing is called to order. 

I would like to welcome everyone to our first scheduled hearing 
for the year. It is an honor for me to chair this Subcommittee, and 
also to welcome some new Members to the Subcommittee who are 
still, I think, making their way in. Thank you for being here, and 
welcome to the Subcommittee. 

Today we welcome Secretary Napolitano to what marks her third 
appearance before the Subcommittee. Madam Secretary, we thank 
you for being here, and I look forward to hearing your testimony 
as part of the President’s fiscal year 2012 budget request for the 
Department of Homeland Security (DHS). 

Madam Secretary, as you know, the threats facing our country 
have never been as persistent and as diverse as they are today. In 
fact, recently you testified before the Senate that in some ways the 
threat facing us is at its most heightened state since the 9/11 at- 
tacks. This past year we have seen intensified terrorist activity, in- 
cluding new threats to aviation and several home-grown plots. Fur- 
thermore, the cartel-fueled violence in Mexico continues to cast a 
lengthy shadow over the Southwest Border and even claimed the 
life of an ICE agent 2 weeks ago. And certainly our thoughts and 
prayers go out to the family of Special Agent Zapata. 

In light of such challenges, the importance of the Department’s 
work cannot be overemphasized. This is especially true as we ap- 
proach the tenth anniversary of the 9/11 attacks later this year. 
That is precisely why H.R. 1, the full-year continuing resolution 
passed by the House just a week and a half ago, fully funds all 
frontline operation and essential personnel, including Border Patrol 
agents, ICE agents. Coast Guard personnel, intelligence officers, 
and other key employees. In fact, the funds provided in H.R. 1, 
combined with fiscal year 2010 supplemental funds, enable the De- 
partment of Homeland Security to actually increase the number of 
Border Patrol agents beyond the minimum 20,500 agents to reach 
the target of 21,370 agents by the end of fiscal year 2011. 

( 1 ) 
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As we work to enact a responsible FY 2011 appropriation for De- 
partment of Homeland Security, we are mindful both of our critical 
national security needs and our government’s mounting fiscal cri- 
sis. Even in the name of security, we can no longer afford to simply 
throw money at programs without tangible results. We must care- 
fully align funding to mission requirements and be able to show the 
American people how every single dollar is making our Nation 
safer and more secure. This alignment of funding to results will be 
the mantra of this Subcommittee under my Chairmanship. 

This brings us to the substance of the Department’s fiscal year 
2012 budget request, which includes some fairly austere and rea- 
sonably balanced proposals. But these virtues are, unfortunately, 
outweighed by the budget’s substantially inadequate justification 
for the cost of disaster relief, for phony offsets in the form of in- 
creased fees that have yet to be enacted, and the undefined reduc- 
tions to operational budgets. In total, your budget request ignores 
an estimated $4.9 billion in known disaster relief costs, relies upon 
$650 million in aviation security and custom fee revenues that 
have yet to materialize, and proposes more than $615 million in re- 
ductions from the Department’s operational components through 
so-called administrative savings or efficiencies that are not clearly 
itemized in the Department’s budget justifications. 

Madam Secretary, at a time of record deficits and mounting debt, 
the first thing we need from the administration and each and every 
department and agency across the Federal Government is “truth- 
in-budgeting.” 

Having said that, I am sincerely pleased that your budget 
pledges to cut costs. It limits administrative overhead, promotes ef- 
ficiency, and it places priority on frontline operations. And these 
are the priorities of this Subcommittee as well. But these promises 
will be little more than rhetoric if the Department does not live up 
to its fiscal responsibilities and follow through on its legislative 
proposals. 

The Department of Homeland Security cannot operate in a world 
as it would like to be; instead, it must follow the law as it is writ- 
ten. This assertion not only applies to the budget realities I have 
just outlined but also to areas where this administration has been 
reluctant to fully engage, such as immigration enforcement, REAL 
ID, and a biometric exit solution for US-VISIT. These are mandates 
the Department of Homeland Security must plan for, budget for, 
and perform. 

While I realize the enormity of this obligation, it is a duty the 
American people are counting on you to fulfill, and there is no room 
for failure. We must find a way to balance our limited resources 
across our competing priorities and numerous vulnerabilities in 
order to confront every threat with tenacity and with purpose. 

Madam Secretary, I know you have a tough, often thankless, job. 
That is precisely why we are relying upon you to explain how this 
budget moves our Nation’s security forward and does so in a way 
that is fiscally responsible and well justified. We do thank you for 
being here today and look forward to our discussion and your budg- 
et request in greater detail as we move forward. 

[The information follows:] 
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The Honorable Robert Aderhoit 
Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security 

Opening Statement; 

FY 2012 Budget 

Witness: 

Secretary Janet Napoiitano 
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Hearing is called to order [ gemie strike of gavel ] - 


Today, we welcome Secretary Napoiitano to what marks her third 
appearance before our Subcommittee. 

Madam Secretary, we thank you for being here and look forward to 
hearing your testimony on the President’s FY 12 budget request for the 
Department of Homeland Security. 


Madam Secretary, the threats facing our country have never been as 
persistent and diverse as they are today. In fact, just a few weeks ago you 
testified before the Senate, “....that, in some ways, the threat facing us is 
at its most heightened state since the [9/11] attacks.” 
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This past year we have seen intensified terrorist activity including 
new threats to aviation and several homegrown plots. Furthermore, the 
cartel-fueled violence in Mexico continues to cast a lengthy shadow over 
the Southwest Border and even claimed the life of ICE Special Agent 
Zapata two weeks ago. In light of such challenges, the importance of the 
Department’s work cannot be overemphasized. This is especially true as 
we approach the tenth anniversary of the 9/1 1 attacks later this year. 

That is precisely why H.R. 1 — the full-year Continuing Resolution 
passed by the House just a week and a half ago — fully funds qU front- 
line operations and essential personnel, including Border Patrol agents, 
ICE agents, Coast Guard persormel, intelligence officers, and other key 
employees. 

=> In fact, the funds provided in H.R. 1 combined with the FYIO 
supplemental funds enable DHS to actually increase the number of 
Border Patrol Agents beyond the minimum of 20,500 agents to 
reach the target of 21,370 agents by the end of FYl 1. 

As we work to enact a responsible FY 1 1 appropriation for DHS, 
we are mindful both of our critical national security needs and our 
government’s mounting fiscal crisis. 
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Even in the name of seeurity, we can no longer afford to simply 
throw money at programs without tangible results. We must 
earefully align funding to mission requirements and be able to 
show the Ameriean people how every single dollar is making our 
Nation more safe and secure. 

^ This alignment of funding to results will be the mantra of this 
Subeommittee under my Chairmanship. 


This brings us to the substance of the Department’s FY 12 budget 
request, which includes some fairly austere and reasonably balaneed 
proposals. But these virtues are unfortunately outweighed by the 
budget’s substantially inadequate justification for the costs of disaster 
relief; phony offsets in the form of increased fees that have yet to be 
enacted; and undefined reductions to operational budgets. 

In total, your budget request: 

Ignores an estimated $4.9 billion dollars in known disaster relief eosts; 

Relies upon nearly $650 million dollars in aviation security and 

customs fee revenue that has yet to materialize; and 
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=> Proposes more than $615 million dollars in reductions from the 
Department’s operational components through so-called 
“administrative savings” and “efficiencies” that are not clearly 
itemized in the Department’s budget justifications. 

Madam Secretary, at a time of record deficits and mounting debt, the 
first thing we need from the Administration and each and every Department 
and agency across the Federal government, is truth-in-budgeting. 

Having said that, I am sincerely pleased to see your budget pledges 
to cut costs, limit administrative overhead, promote efficiency, and 
prioritize frontline operations - these are the priorities of this 
Subcommittee as well. 

=> But, these promises will be little more than rhetoric if the 
Department does not live up to its fiscal responsibilities and 
follow through on its legislative proposals. 

DHS cannot operate in a world as it would like it to be; instead, it 
must follow the law as it is written. This assertion not only applies to 
the budget realities I have just outlined, but also to areas where this 
Administration has been reluctant to fully engage, such as immigration 
enforcement, REAL ID, and a biometric exit solution for US-VISIT. 

These are mandates DHS must plan for, budget for, and perform. 
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While I realize the enormity of this obligation, it is a duty the 
American people are counting on you to fulfill and there is no room for 
failure. 

=> We must find a way to balance our limited resources across our 
competing priorities and numerous vulnerabilities in order to 
confront every threat with tenacity and purpose. 


Madam Secretary, 1 know you have a tough, often thankless job - 
that is precisely why we are relying upon you to explain how this budget 
moves our Nation’s security forward and does so in a way that is fiscally 
responsible and well-justified. 

We thank you for being here, and I look forward to discussing your 
budget request in greater detail today. 


Before I turn to the Secretaiy for her statement, let me recognize 
the distinguished Ranking Member and former Chairman of this 
Subcommittee for any remarks he would like to make. 

### 
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Mr. Aderholt. Before I turn to the Secretary for her statement, 
let me recognize the distinguished Ranking Member and then the 
former chairman of the Subcommittee, Mr. Rogers, for any remarks 
that he may have. 

Mr. Price. 

Opening Statement: Ranking Member Price 

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to congratulate you 
on your appointment to lead this Subcommittee. You and I have 
worked together on the Appropriations Committee for years, and 
you served on this Subcommittee in the early years. So we welcome 
you back. 

Since this Subcommittee was established under Mr. Rogers’ lead- 
ership, the Chairman and Ranking Member have always striven to 
do our work professionally and collaboratively and in a very bipar- 
tisan fashion. I understand you intend to continue that tradition, 
and I very much look forward to a strong working relationship. 

Madam Secretary, you are no stranger to this Subcommittee ei- 
ther, of course, and I have enjoyed our working relationship over 
these last two years when I was privileged to serve as Chairman. 
We welcome you back to kick off our hearings on Homeland Secu- 
rity’s fiscal year 2012 budget and a review of its ongoing activities. 

This past year has been one of major challenges with multiple at- 
tempted attacks on our homeland beginning with the attempted 
Christmas Day bombing, followed by the Times Square incident, 
and most recently the air cargo threat from Yemen. You have been 
confronting continued violence associated with transnational drug 
cartels along our Southwest Border resulting in the deaths of both 
Customs and Border Protection (CBP) and Immigrations and Cus- 
toms Enforcement (ICE) agents, the challenges resulting from the 
Deepwater Horizon catastrophe, and the constant onslaught of 
cyber attacks on our government networks and critical infrastruc- 
ture. So I thank you for your constant vigilance in facing so many 
competing challenges head on, especially as the threats to our 
homeland have diversified and proliferated. 

The 2012 discretionary budget for the Department of Homeland 
Security is $43.2 billion, about $400 million above the 2010 enacted 
level, but 1.4 percent less than the 2011 budget request. Just as 
we are doing elsewhere in the Federal Government, you have been 
asked to do more with fewer resources. 

Your budget includes many examples where administrative and 
overhead costs have been reduced, where programs have been 
trimmed, stretched out, or suspended to achieve cost savings with- 
out significantly degrading critical security requirements. By mak- 
ing these reductions, you were able to preserve essential frontline 
security operations, for which I applaud you. 

I am pleased to see that you continue to prioritize the identifica- 
tion and deportation of convicted criminals, a program that origi- 
nated after I challenged the Department to prioritize the identifica- 
tion and removal from our country of illegal immigrants who have 
been convicted of serious crimes. Your budget expands on this pri- 
ority. 

Similarly, I am pleased to see that the budget request includes 
a significant increase in Coast Guard personnel for marine safety 
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and environmental response following the Deepwater Horizon dis- 
aster, as well as funds for 11 maritime safety and security teams, 
recognizing that this Subcommittee disagreed with the 2011 re- 
quest to decommission four of these teams. 

Finally, the budget request includes funding specifically to ad- 
dress the substantial rise in threats from homegrown terrorists as 
well as threats from across the globe. This includes funding within 
the Customs and Border Protection for additional targeting efforts, 
the Transportation Security Administration (TSA) for additional 
aviation and surface security efforts, and intelligence and analysis 
for additional enhancements to our State and local fusion centers 
to better manage and coordinate our intelligence-sharing agencies. 

So there are many, many items to applaud within this budget re- 
quest. I also believe there are some challenges that this Committee 
will need to address with your help, and we will need guidance as 
we come to grips with these issues. 

First, the administration continues to underfund the actual 
needs for disaster relief funded through FEMA. The 2012 request 
totals $1.8 billion, which is likely to last only halfway through the 
fiscal year, requiring a supplemental early next year. 

In addition, FEMA has at least $6 billion in known catastrophic 
costs that it must reimburse localities for which are not factored 
into this budget request, and about half of these costs are expected 
to come to you in 2012. If we know the costs for ongoing recovery 
activities associated with large disasters, then I believe it makes 
sense to budget accordingly rather than to assume that Congress 
can follow behind with emergency supplemental bills. It is much 
better for the administration to present Congress with a workable 
plan to meet these disaster relief obligations by budgeting for 
them. Otherwise, you are virtually inviting Congress to make budg- 
etary trade-offs without full vetting and guidance from the Depart- 
ment, which I am afraid is exactly what is taking place as we 
speak as we consider the 2011 continuing resolution for the re- 
mainder of the year. 

Second, the budget assumes the collection of $645 million in ad- 
ditional fee revenues for TSA and CBP. This includes an additional 
$1.50 in the fees charged to airlines per passenger resulting in 
$590 million in additional revenues and an additional $55 million 
in new immigration and aviation processing fees for Canada, Mex- 
ico, and most of the Caribbean Islands. Both of these fee adjust- 
ments require Congress to change authorizing statutes. We all 
know these fee proposals have been languishing with the author- 
izing committees for years already, so we are going to need your 
help in determining how we deal with the $645 million shortfall in 
your budget if Congress does not change these fees for 2012. Alter- 
natively, we are going to need the administration to work very seri- 
ously with the authorizers to get these proposals enacted. 

Einally, I have some reservations about your cuts to automation 
and construction accounts in your budget, and I would be very sur- 
prised if you didn’t also have some misgivings. 

This Subcommittee has had to fight repeatedly against irrespon- 
sible cuts to the front office, irresponsible cuts for construction to 
new DHS headquarters and related lease-consolidation efforts and 
to protect your information technology needs. You and your associ- 
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ates have had to testify repeatedly about the importance of these 
requirements. Just last year we had a very impressive hearing on 
the cost savings associated with DHS offices being collocated at St. 
Elizabeths or in fewer spaces. We were told, and we were told very 
convincingly, that deferring these investments will ultimately affect 
frontline operations and will cost us more money in the long run. 
I want to make sure we are not being penny wise and pound fool- 
ish with these cuts, and we will welcome your explanation in this 
regard. 

As we began our hearings to more closely examine the budget, 
it is important to note that no program or account will be off limits 
to scrutiny. Our obligation is to take a balanced, realistic approach, 
to weigh risks carefully, and to make prudent investments in effec- 
tive security. Secretary Napolitano, I have no doubt that you share 
this point of view, and I look forward to working again with you 
this year. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you, Mr. Price. 

[The information follows:] 
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Opening Statement of Ranking Member David Price 
DHS FY2012 Budget Hearing with Secretary Janet Napoiitano 
March 2. 2011/2:00 pm 


Madam Secretaiy, we welcome you back to kick off our hearings on Department of 
Homeland Security’s Fiscal Year 2012 budget and its ongoing activities. 

This past year has been one of major challenges with multiple attempted attacks on our 
homeland, beginning with the attempted Christmas Day bombing, followed by the Times Square 
incident, and most recently the air cargo threat from Yemen. You’ve been confronting continued 
violence associated with transnational drug cartels along our Southwest border, resulting in deaths of 
both Customs and Border Protection and Immigration and Customs Enforcement agents; the 
challenges resulting from the Deepwater Horizon catastrophe; and the constant onslaught of cyber 
attacks on our government networks and critical infrastructure, I appreciate your constant vigilance 
in facing so many competing challenges head on, especially as the threats to the homeland have 
diversified and proliferated. 

The 2012 discretionary budget request for the Department of Homeland Security is $43.2 
billion, about $400 million above the 2010 enacted level ($42,776 billion), but 1.4 percent less than 
the 201 1 budget request. Like everywhere else in the federal government, you have been asked to do 
more with fewer resources. Your budget includes many examples where administrative and 
overhead costs have been reduced, and where programs have been trimmed, stretched out, or 
suspended to achieve cost savings without significantly degrading critical security requirements. By 
making these reductions, you were able to preserve essential frontline security operations, for which 1 
applaud you. 
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1 am pleased to see that you continue to prioritize the identification and deportation of 
convicted criminals, a program that originated after I challenged the Department to prioritize the 
identification and removal from our country of illegal immigrants who have been convicted of 
serious crimes. Your budget expands on this priority. Similarly, 1 am pleased to see that the budget 
request includes a significant increase in Coast Guard personnel for marine safety and environmental 
response following the Deepwater Horizon disaster, as well as funds for 1 1 Maritime Safety and 
Security teams (recognizing that we disagreed with the 201 1 request to decommission 4 of these 
teams). Finally, the budget request includes funding specifically to address a substantial rise in 
threats from home-grown terrorists, as well as threats from across the globe. This includes funding 
within the Customs and Border Protection for additional targeting efforts, the Transportation Security 
Administration for additional aviation and surface security efforts, and Intelligence and Analysis for 
additional enhancements to our state and local fusion centers to better manage and coordinate our 
intelligence sharing activities. 

Yet, while there are many items to applaud within this budget request, there are also some 
challenges that this Committee will need to address, and we will need your guidance and assistance 
as we come to grips with these issues. 

First, the Administration continues to underfund the actual needs for Disaster Relief funded 
through FEMA. The 2012 request totals $1.8 billion, which is likely to last only halfway through the 
fiscal year, requiring a supplemental early next year. In addition, FEMA has at least $6 billion in 
known catastrophic costs that it must reimburse localities for, which are not factored into this budget 
request, and about a half of these costs are expected to come due in 2012. Madam Secretary, if we 
know the costs for ongoing recovery activities associated with large disasters, then it makes sense to 
budget accordingly, rather than assume that Congress can follow behind with an emergency 
supplemental appropriations bill. It is much better for the Administration to present Congress with a 
workable plan to meet these Disaster Relief obligations by budgeting for them. Otherwise, you’re 
inviting Congress to make budgetary tradeoffs without full vetting and guidance from the 
Department - which Tm afraid is exactly what is taking place as we consider the 20 1 1 continuing 
resolution for the remainder of the year. 

Second, the budget assumes the collection of $645 million in additional fee revenues for TSA 
and CBP. These include an additional $1.50 in the fee charged to airlines per passenger, resulting in 
$590 million in revenues, and an additional $55 million in new immigration and aviation processing 
fees for Canada, Mexico, and most of the Caribbean Islands. Both of these fee adjustments require 
Congress to change authorizing statutes. We all know these fee proposals have been languishing 
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with the authorizing committees for years already, so we are going to need your help in determining 
how we deal with the $645 million shortfall in your budget if Congress does not change these fees 
for 2012. Alternatively, we’re going to need the Administration to work seriously with the 
authorizers to get these proposals enacted. 

Finally, I have reservations about your cuts to automation and construction accounts in your 
budget. This Subcommittee has had to repeatedly fight against irresponsible cuts to your front office, 
for construction of the new DHS headquarters and related lease consolidation efforts, and to protect 
your information technology needs. You, and your associates, have had to testify repeatedly about 
the importance of these requirements. And just last year, we had a very impressive hearing on the 
cost savings associated with DHS offices being co-located at St Elizabeths or in fewer spaces. We 
were told that deferring these investments will ultimately affect front-line operations and cost us 
more money in the future. 1 want to be sure we’re not being penny wise and pound foolish with these 
cuts, and 1 welcome your explanation in this regard. 

As we begin our hearings to more closely examine the budget, it's important to note that no 
program or account will be off limits to scrutiny. Our obligation is to take a balanced, realistic 
approach; to weigh risks carefully, and make prudent investments in effective security. Secretary 
Napolitano, I have no doubt that you share this point of view, and I look forward to working with 
you again this year. 


#Sfl 
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Mr. Aderholt. At this time I would like to recognize the full 
Committee Chairman and former chairman of this Subcommittee 
Mr. Rogers. 


Opening Statement: Chairman Rogers 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And congratulations to 
you for assuming that chair. I have a warm spot in my heart for 
that chair on this Subcommittee, and this Subcommittee and the 
Department. And it is good to be back on the same platform with 
my friend David Price. We had a wonderful working relationship 
and still do. And we welcome all the new Members of this Sub- 
committee. 

And thank you. Madam Secretary, for being with us today. This 
marks the eighth anniversary of the Department. I am proud to 
say that I was there at the beginning and helped, along with oth- 
ers, nurse it along, and continue to do so, and I always wish you 
and the Department well. 

This is truly an historic time. I don’t have to tell you that our 
Nation has found itself at a crossroads. Over the last 2 years, we 
have increased discretionary spending by 24 percent, 84 percent if 
you include the stimulus monies. We are borrowing 42 cents on 
every dollar we spend. And so it is time to get serious, we have to, 
about reducing spending and putting a dent in the record-setting 
deficit that we all abhor. 

In that vein, I certainly applaud your efforts to cut costs and 
limit administrative overhead. I do have some serious concerns 
about the budget request. 

While the President has essentially leveled out non-security 
spending in his 2012 request, your request is actually $300 million 
lower than in fiscal year 2011, marking the first time the Depart- 
ment has decreased its request from one fiscal year to another. 

There is no question that the Department plays a vital role in 
fighting terrorism and keeping our country safe. That is what it is 
for. And the brave men and women in our law enforcement commu- 
nity ought to be commended for the good work they do, and I do 
that right now. And that is why, for the past few years, I have 
pushed and pushed for you to place a stronger emphasis on oper- 
ations in your budgeting. 

I am happy to see that you are taking steps in that direction; 
however, many of the cost reductions you have noted in your budg- 
et request should be further scrutinized. These cost-cutting gim- 
micks only undermine these great pledges to our men and women 
on the front lines. The budget proposal simply ignores some $5 bil- 
lion in known disaster-relief costs, and offsets other costs with $650 
million in fees that Congress has yet to approve all these years. If 
we are going to be serious about deficit reduction, we have got to 
stop fudging numbers. 

We have got some tough choices, and I look forward to hearing 
from you today about the administration’s priorities. As I have said 
many times, when it comes to the security of the country, we 
should spend all the money we can, but not a penny more. That 
adage has never been more salient than today when considering 
the fiscal and security challenges confronting our Nation. 
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In closing, I note that the estimated costs now of the St. Eliza- 
beths facility has now gone up another $200 million or so. I asked 
last year, I think it was, for assurances that the cost that was pro- 
jected at that time would be accurate and final, but it has already 
gone up another $200 million. We have got to find a way to dis- 
cipline that spending. It is good to be with you and see you. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Dicks. 

Opening Statement: Ranking Member Dicks 

Mr. Dicks. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

And I want to welcome Secretary Napolitano and congratulate 
her on the good work that the Department has been doing. I think 
it has made a lot of improvements. I was on the authorizing com- 
mittee for three terms, and, to put it bluntly, there was a lot of dis- 
organization at Homeland Security and an inability to do good pro- 
curement work. 

The issue I am concerned about — I am not going to get into this 
in great detail today, but I would like to have somebody come up 
and give me a briefing on this and meet some of your people — on 
cybersecurity issues. I have served as chairman and ranking mem- 
ber of the Defense Subcommittee and on the Intelligence Com- 
mittee, and I believe the cybersecurity issue is one of the top three 
issues that face our country. And the Department plays a major 
part in this on the “dot.gov” part of the equation and working with 
the private sector. And it is my understanding, having met with 
some of the people, I think, from your Department earlier, that the 
Department doesn’t have all the authorities that it may need in 
order to deal with the private sector effectively. So, again, I wel- 
come you. But I would like to work this out to arrange it with your 
office to get this briefing so we can see it. 

[The information follows:] 

The subject briefing was provided March 7, 2011. 

Also, if you would just in your statement talk a little bit about 
the agreement that you and Secretary Gates agreed to. It is sup- 
posed to be a landmark memorandum of agreement. So I would ap- 
preciate if you could mention or talk about that a little bit. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you, Mr. Dicks. 

Opening Statement: Secretary Napolitano 

Mr. Aderholt. And again, we welcome the Secretary. And we 
will turn it over to you for your comments. 

Secretary Napolitano. Well, thank you. Chairmen Aderholt, 
Price, Rogers, Dicks, and Members of the Committee, for the oppor- 
tunity to discuss President Obama’s fiscal year (FY) 2012 budget 
for the Department of Homeland Security (DHS). And I would be 
happy as well to answer questions about the House continuing res- 
olution for FY 2011. 

The demands on DHS have never been greater. This is especially 
true as we remember those at the Department who have given 
their lives in service to our mission of securing America, including 
most recently Border Patrol Agent Brian Terry and U.S. Immigra- 
tion and Customs Enforcement (ICE) Special Agent Jaime Zapata. 
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Mexico is leading the criminal investigation into the death of Agent 
Zapata, and we are supporting Mexico through a joint Department 
of Justice/DHS task force that the Attorney General and I an- 
nounced 2 weeks ago. Recently Mexican authorities have appre- 
hended some of the alleged killers of Agent Zapata, and we are con- 
ducting a number of operations throughout the United States re- 
lated to the drug cartels. 

I can speak for the entire administration when I say we are not 
only saddened by the loss of an agent, but we are outraged by this 
act of violence against an officer of the United States. And make 
no mistake, justice will be brought to those involved. We owe noth- 
ing less to the memory of Agent Zapata and to those who are still 
on the job in Mexico. 

Now, the loss of these brave agents is a stark reminder of the 
sacrifices made by the men and women of DHS every day. It also 
strengthens our resolve to continue to do everything in our power 
to protect against, mitigate, and respond to threats, and to make 
our Nation more resilient for years to come. 

Today’s threat picture features adversaries who evolve quickly 
and are determined to strike us here at home, from the aviation 
system and global supply chain to surface transportation, to critical 
infrastructure, to our cyber networks. 

We are leading the administration’s unprecedented effort to 
strengthen Southwest Border security, coupled with a smart and 
effective approach to enforcing immigration laws in the interior of 
the country. And we continue to prepare for, respond to, and re- 
cover from disasters of all types. 

President Obama’s FY 2012 budget for the Department allows us 
to continue to meet these evolving threats and challenges by 
prioritizing our essential operational requirements while reflecting 
an unprecedented commitment to fiscal discipline that maximizes 
the effectiveness of every security dollar we receive. Reflecting the 
current fiscal environment and building the FY 2012 budget, all 
DHS components identified savings associated with the Depart- 
ment’s 33 efficiency review initiatives, and we cut administration 
and overhead, including my own office’s budget, by over $800 mil- 
lion. Savings were realized through efficiencies in acquisition, asset 
and real property management, as well as employee vetting and 
credentialing, hiring and onboarding, and information technology. 
We cut professional services contracts, travel, and nonmission-crit- 
ical training. We also delayed construction of Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) Offices at the new DHS headquarters 
at St. Elizabeths and deferred a number of office co-locations as 
well as building maintenance and enhancements. 

My written statement includes a comprehensive list of the oper- 
ational priorities in the budget request. Today I would like to high- 
light just a few of those priorities for you. 

First, preventing terrorism and enhancing security. Now, this 
was the founding mission of DHS. It remains our top priority 
today. This budget safeguards transportation modes through a lay- 
ered detection system, including the deployment of additional 
transportation security officers (TSOs), behavioral detection offi- 
cers, canine teams, and advanced imaging technology (AIT) ma- 
chines at domestic airports, while expanding watch list vetting 
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through the Secure Flight program and enhancing screening and 
targeting of international travelers before they board U.S.-bound 
flights through the Immigration Advisory Program. 

This budget also strengthens surface transportation security by 
supporting 12 new multimodal Visible Intermodal Prevention and 
Response (VIPR) teams, which conduct operations throughout the 
transportation sector to prevent potential terrorist activity. The re- 
quest also provides funding for the Securing the Cities program to 
protect our highest-risk cities from a radiological or nuclear attack. 
In addition, the request makes a significant investment in the Na- 
tional Bio and Agro-defense Facility (NBAF), which will provide en- 
hanced diagnostic capabilities to protect our country from foreign 
animal and emerging diseases. The request expands support for the 
national network of State and local fusion centers to enhance base- 
line capabilities and provide local law enforcement with the tools 
to address threats in their communities. 

To secure and manage our borders, the request continues the ad- 
ministration’s historic border security efforts by supporting 21,320 
Border Patrol agents and 21,186 Customs and Border Protection 
(CBP) officers, both all-time highs. The budget includes $242 mil- 
lion for the continued deployment of proven effective surveillance 
technology along the highest-trafficked areas of the Southwest Bor- 
der to better meet the operational requirements of our agents on 
the front lines. For the northern border, this budget request sup- 
ports investments in technology tailored to the maritime and cold- 
weather environment, including proven stand-alone technology to 
provide immediate operational benefits. And for our Nation’s mari- 
time borders, this budget includes funding to continue the essential 
National Security Cutter program and makes historic investments 
to recapitalize the Coast Guard’s aging assets, including 6 fast re- 
sponse cutters, 40 response boats, as well as a sizeable investment 
in the renovation and restoration of aging shore facilities. 

This budget request also continues the Department’s focus on 
smart and effective enforcement of our Nation’s immigration laws, 
while streamlining and facilitating the legal immigration process. 

Building on our record over the past 2 years, the Department 
will continue to prioritize the identification and removal of criminal 
aliens who pose a threat to public safety, and target employers who 
knowingly and repeatedly break the law. The request enables ICE 
to fund 33,400 detention beds, remove more than 200,000 criminal 
aliens, and deploy Secure Communities to 96 percent of all jurisdic- 
tions nationally in FY 2012, while promoting compliance with 
work-site-related laws through criminal prosecution of egregious 
employers. Form 1-9 inspections, and continued expansion and en- 
hancement of the E-Verify system. The request also funds immi- 
grant integration efforts, including programs supporting English- 
language and citizenship education, and continues the detention re- 
form efforts currently under way. 

To safeguard and secure cyberspace, the budget increases re- 
sources to identify and reduce vulnerabilities in our Nation’s key 
cyber networks. The request includes significant investment to ex- 
pedite the deployment of EINSTEIN 3 to prevent and detect intru- 
sions on government computer systems, increase Federal network 
security of large and small agencies, and continue to develop a ro- 
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bust cybersecurity workforce to protect against and respond to cy- 
bersecurity threats. The budget also focuses on combating cyber 
crime and preventing attacks against U.S. critical infrastructure. 

To ensure resilience to disasters, the budget request focuses on 
moving resources out of Washington, D.C., and into the hands of 
State and local responders, who are often best positioned to detect 
and respond to terrorism, natural disasters, and other threats, by 
sustaining Federal funding for State and local preparedness grants, 
providing more than $3.8 billion in FY 2012. This funding includes 
$670 million for Assistance to Firefighter grants, and that funding 
includes $420 million to rehire an estimated 2,300 laid-off fire- 
fighters and retain veteran first responders. 

To lead and support essential national and economic security ef- 
forts, this budget expands the Coast Guard’s operational capacity 
by funding 50,682 military and civilian positions, and establishes 
the Coast Guard’s first Incident Management Assistance Team, 
which will he deployed rapidly to support incidents of national sig- 
nificance. 

The request also continues to support ICE and CBP efforts and 
investigative efforts to protect U.S. intellectual property rights, as 
well as the Secret Service’s state-of-the-art forensic support to the 
National Center for Missing and Exploited Children. 

Mr. Chairman, this budget is the culmination of a major first-of- 
its-kind effort by the Department through the Quadrennial Home- 
land Security Review as well as the Bottom-Up Review to align our 
resources with a comprehensive strategy to ensure a safe, secure, 
and resilient Homeland, while making an unprecedented commit- 
ment to fiscal discipline. 

Mr. Chairman, Representative Price, Members of the Committee, 
I want to thank you for this opportunity to testify. I ask that my 
full statement be included in the record. I am happy to address 
your questions, particularly as they relate to the Disaster Relief 
Fund (DRF), to the Transportation Security Administration (TSA) 
and CBP fees, and to the impact of the FY 2011 H.R.l. Thank you. 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you. Madam Secretary, for your opening 
comments. 

[The information follows:] 
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Chairman Aderholt, Ranking Member Price, and Members of the Subcommittee: 

Let me begin by saying thank you to this Subcommittee for the strong support you have provided 
me and the Department over the past two years, 1 look forward to continuing to work with you in 
the coming year to protect the homeland and the American people. 

I am pleased to appear before the Subcommittee today to present President Obama’s Fiscal Year 
(FY) 2012 Budget Request for the Department of Homeland Security (DHS). 

The demands on DHS have never been greater and the threats we face pose new challenges that 
require an innovative and focused response. Today’s threat picture features an adversary who 
evolves and adapts quickly and who is determined to strike us here at home - from the aviation 
system and the global supply chain to surface transportation systems, critical infrastructure, and 
cyber networks. The Department’s FY 2012 Budget allows us to continue to meet these evolving 
threats and challenges by prioritizing our essential operational requirements - while reflecting an 
unprecedented commitment to fiscal discipline that maximizes the effectiveness of every security 
dollar we receive. 

Reflecting the current economic environment, we are preserving essential frontline operations and 
bolstering our operational strength by decreasing administration and overhead, including the overall 
budget for the Office of the Secretary and Executive Management. All DHS Components identified 
reductions associated with the Efficiency Review initiatives currently underway as well as 
administrative savings totaling nearly $800 million to strengthen mission critical activities across 
the Department. Savings were accomplished through efficiencies in acquisition, asset and real 
property management as well as employee vetting/credentialing, hiring/on-boarding and 
information technology; and administrative savings through reductions to professional services 
contracts, printing, supplies and materials, travel, and training. The Department also proposes to 
delay construction of the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) headquarters at St. 
Elizabeths as well as the deferral of other office co-locations, and building maintenance and 
enhancements to prioritize frontline security operations. 

FY 2012 BUDGET REQUEST 

The FY 2012 budget request for DHS is $57.0 billion in total funding, $47.4 billion in gross 
discretionary funding, and $43.2 billion in net discretionary funding.' 

DHS’s FY 2012 budget request is the culmination of a major, first of its kind effort undertaken by 
the Department to align DHS resources with a comprehensive strategy to meet our Nation’s 
homeland security needs. Last year, DHS completed the first ever Quadrennial Homeland Security 
Review (QHSR), which established a unified, strategic framework for homeland security missions 
and goals, as well as the first ever Bottom-Up Review (BUR), which aligned DHS’ programmatic 
activities and organizational structure to better serve those missions and goals. The third and final 
step of this process is the FY 2012 budget submission, which begins the next phase in strengthening 
DHS efforts to ensure a safe, secure, and resilient homeland. 


' For purposes of comparison to prior year tiinding levels, funding for Overseas Contingency Operations and National 
Science Foundation transfers are not included in these figures. 
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This process identified six DHS missions, each of which is strengthened by this budget: 

Mission 1: Preventing Terrorism and Enhancing Security — Protecting the United States from 
terrorism is the cornerstone of homeland security. DHS’s counterterrorism responsibilities focus on 
three goals: preventing terrorist attacks; preventing the unauthorized acquisition, importation, 
movement, or use of chemical, biological, radiological, and nuclear materials and capabilities 
within the United States; and reducing the vulnerability of critical infrastructure and key resources, 
essential leadership, and major events to terrorist attacks and other hazards. 

Mission 2: Securing and Managing Our Borders - DHS secures the Nation’s air, land, and sea 
borders to prevent illegal activity while facilitating lawful travel and trade. The Department’s 
border security and management efforts focus on three interrelated goals: effectively securing U.S. 
air, land, and sea borders; safeguarding and streamlining lawful trade and travel; and disrupting and 
dismantling transnational criminal and terrorist organizations. 

Mission 3: Enforcing and Administering Our Immigration Laws — DHS is focused on smart 
and effective enforcement of U.S. immigration laws while streamlining and facilitating the legal 
immigration process. The Department has fundamentally reformed immigration enforcement, 
focusing on identifying and removing criminal aliens who pose a threat to public safety and 
targeting employers who knowingly and repeatedly break the law. 

Mission 4: Safeguarding and Securing Cyberspace - By statute and presidential directive, DHS 
has the lead for the Federal Government to secure civilian government computer systems and works 
with industry and state, local, tribal and territorial governments to secure critical infrastructure and 
information systems, DHS analyzes and reduces cyber threats and vulnerabilities; distributes threat 
warnings; and coordinates the response to cyber incidents to ensure that our computers, networks, 
and cyber systems remain safe. 

Mission 5: Ensuring Resilience to Disasters - DHS provides the coordinated, comprehensive 
federal response in the event of a terrorist attack, natural disaster or other large-scale emergency 
while working with federal, state, local, and private sector partners to ensure a swift and effective 
recovery effort. The Department’s efforts to build a ready and resilient Nation include fostering a 
community-oriented approach; bolstering information sharing; improving the capability to plan; and 
providing grants and training to our homeland security and law enforcement partners. 

Mission 6: Providing Essential Support to National and Economic Security - DHS leads and 
supports many activities that provide essential support to national and economic security including, 
but not limited to: maximizing collection of customs revenue; maintaining the safety of the marine 
transportation system; preventing the exploitation of children; providing law enforcement training; 
and coordinating the Federal Government’s response to global intellectual property theft. DHS 
contributes in many ways to these elements of broader U.S. national and economic security while 
fulfilling its other five homeland security missions. 

The following are highlights of the FY 2012 Budget: 

PREVENTING TERRORISM AND ENHANCING SECURITY 

■ Advanced Imaging Technology (AIT): $1 05,2 million and 535 positions are included for the 
Transportation Security Administration (TSA) to purchase, install and operate 275 AITs at 
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airport checkpoints. The FY 2012 request, combined with prior requests, will result in 1,275 
AIT units deployed by the end of 2012. The requested funding covers the cost of new 
Transportation Screening Officers and managers to operate the new AITs, as well as the 
associated support and airport management costs. Continuing to increase AIT deployments 
while ensuring privacy safeguards are in place is critical to address the current threat by 
safely screening passengers for metallic and non-metallic threats - including weapons, 
explosives and other objects concealed under layers of clothing. 

Explosives Detection Systems (EDS): $273 million is requested to support the recapitalization 
and deployment of state-of-the-art EDS for checked baggage to efficiently screen baggage for 
explosives, reducing the number of re-scans and physical bag searches. Beginning in FY 2012, 
over 800 EDS in our largest airports will exceed their planned 10-year service life. 

Assistant Field Security Directors-Law Enforcement (AFSD-LEs): Requested funding of $22.5 
million supports 82 AFSD-LEs currently deployed and provides 22 additional AFSD-LEs for 
major airports, where they serve as the primary liaison to local law enforcement as AIT 
expansion continues. 

Federal Air Marshal Service (FAMS): The FY 20 1 2 Budget requests funds to maintain the 
FAMS surge deployment levels for domestic and international flight coverage that began in 
response to the attempted terrorist attack on December 25, 2009. Members of the FAMS, 

TSA’s law enforcement entity, are deployed on flights around the world and the United States 
based on risk in order to detect, deter, and defeat hostile acts targeting U.S. air carriers, airports, 
passengers, and crews. 

Enhanced Watchlist Vetting: $12.4 million is proposed for maintaining the expanded watchlist 
vetting initiative, which, through the Secure Flight program, enables TSA to identify individuals 
who may present a threat to passenger air travel. Through Secure Flight, TSA pre-screens 
passenger name, date of birth, and gender against terrorist watchlists before passengers receive 
their boarding passes. In addition to facilitating secure travel for all passengers, the program 
helps prevent the misidentification of passengers who have names similar to individuals on 
government watchlists. 

Immigration Advisory Program (lAP): A total request of $14. 1 million will permit the lAP to 
expand in Paris, Abu Dhabi, Dubai, and Amman. lAP is a part of Custom and Border 
Protection’s (CBP) layered risk-based security approach, which includes working with 
international paitners to post CBP officers at foreign airports and use advanced targeting and 
passenger analysis information to identify high-risk travelers at foreign airports before they 
board U.S.-bound flights. 

Behavior Detection Officers (BDOs): The FY 2012 Budget request of $236.9 million funds 
3,336 BDOs, which includes 350 new positions. BDOs serve as an additional layer of security 
in airports by providing a non-intnisive means of identifying individuals who may pose a risk of 
terrorism or criminal activity. 

Canine Teams: Requested funding of $125.7 million allows TSA to sustain the deployment of 
900 canine teams supported by reallocations made under the continuing resolution, providing an 
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important layer of security to complement passenger checkpoint screening at airports, assist in 
air cargo screening and enhance security in the mass transit environment. 

Visible Intermodal Prevention and Response (VIPR) Teams: $ 1 09 million requested supports 
37 VIPR teams and includesl2 new multi-modal VIPR Teams proposed in the FY 2012 request 
in addition to the 1 0 existing teams in Aviation and the 1 5 VIPR teams dedicated to surface 
transportation added in the FY 2010 budget. VIPR teams are comprised of personnel with 
expertise in inspection, behavior detection, security screening, and law enforcement for random, 
unpredictable deployments throughout the transportation sector to deter potential terrorist and 
criminal acts. 

Passenger Security Fee: The FY 20 1 2 Budget reflects a proposal to increase the Aviation 
Passenger Security Fee by $1 .50 per enplanement beginning in 2012. The Aviation Passenger 
Security fee has not changed since the TSA was established following the events of 9/1 1, even 
though the overall cost of aviation security has grown by more than 400 percent. The 
Administration’s proposal makes progress towards fulfilling the intent of the Aviation and 
Transportation Security Act to cover the costs of aviation security through fees and not by the 
general taxpayers. 

BioWatch Gen 1/2: $90 million is requested to continue operating the Gen 1/2 BioWatch 
detection network, a federally-managed, locally-operated, nationwide bio-surveillance system 
designed to detect the intentional release of aerosolized biological agents in more than 30 cities. 

BioWatch Gen-3: The FY 2012 Budget provides $25 million to continue Gen-3 development, 
which is expected to significantly reduce the time between a release of a biothreat agent and 
confirmation of that release by BioWatch technology. Operational Testing and Evaluation of 
Gen-3 technology will begin in one of four test cities in FY 2012 with full deployment expected 
in FY 2014. 

Securing the Cities: $27 million is requested for Securing the Cities to continue the build-out of 
the domestic portion of the Global Nuclear Detection Architecture, the multi-layered system of 
detection technologies, programs, and guidelines designed to enhance the Nation’s ability to 
detect and prevent a radiological or nuclear attack in our highest risk cities. 

Radiological/Nuclear Detection Systems: The FY 2012 Budget requests $57 million for the 
procurement and deployment of Radiation Portal Monitors and Human Portable Radiation 
Detection Systems, providing vital detection equipment to CBP and the U.S. Coast Guard to 
scan for radiological and nuclear threats. 

Countermeasures and 2012 Presidential Candidate Nominee Protection: The FY 2012 request 
funds critical Secret Service operations and countermeasures to protect the first family and 
visiting dignitaries, including the 2012 presidential campaign and three anticipated National 
Special Security Events (NSSEs). The budget also restores the Secret Service’s base funding - 
supporting the replacement of protective equipment, vehicles, training of personnel, and other 
infrastructure to allow the Secret Service to improve the execution of its protective and 
investigatory missions. 
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■ National Network of Fusion Centers: The FY 2012 Budget expands support for the national 
network of fusion centers in order to provide state and local law enforcement with the tools they 
need to address threats in their communities. The request focuses on integrating and 
coordinating cross-Department and cross-government interaction with fusion centers focused on 
enhancing baseline capabilities. 

■ State and Local Law Enforcement Training: The FY 2012 Budget provides funding to train 
64,000 individual federal, state, and local law enforcement personnel through the Federal Law 
Enforcement Training Center and its total budget of $276 million. 

■ National Bio and Agro Defense Facility (NBAF): $150 million is requested to begin 
construction of the NBAF, which will serve as a new, state-of-the-art biosafety level 3 & 4 
facility. Work performed at NBAF will lead to the development of vaccines and anti-virals and 
enhanced diagnostic capabilities for protecting our country from numerous foreign animal and 
emerging diseases. 

SECURING AND MANAGING OUR BORDERS 

■ CBP Law Enforcement: The F Y 20 1 2 Budget supports 2 1 ,370 Border Patrol agents and 2 1 , 1 86 
CBP officers at our ports of entry who work 24/7 with state, local, and federal law enforcement 
in targeting illicit networks trafficking in people, drugs, illegal weapons, and money. This 
reflects the largest deployment of law enforcement officers to the Ifont line in the agency’s 
history. The request annualizes positions supported by the FY 2010 Emergency Border Security 
Supplemental for the Southwest Border, including 1 ,000 Border Patrol agents and 250 CBP 
officers. Funding is provided to support 300 new CBP officers above the FY 201 1 Budget and 
additional canine assets to support Port of Entry operations. The request supports the mobile 
response surge teams created with the Supplemental funding to respond rapidly to emergent 
situations without depleting Border Patrol staffing from other locations. 

■ New Southwest Border Technology: $242 million is requested to support the continued 
deployment of proven, effective surveillance technology along the highest trafficked areas of the 
Southwest Border. Funds will be used to procure and deploy commercially available 
technology tailored to the operational requirements of the Border Patrol, distinct terrain, and 
population density of each border region. These funds will allow CBP to fully deploy a mix of 
Integrated Fixed Towers and other mobile equipment in three of the five Border Patrol Stations’ 
areas of responsibility in Arizona. 

■ Northern Border Technology: The request includes $55 million to support Investments In 
technology systems which address security needs for the Northern Border maritime and cold 
weather environment, as well as innovative technology pilots. It will also deploy proven, stand- 
alone technology that provides immediate operational benefits. These demonstrations and 
deployments explore how best to integrate various sensors, border security organizations, and 
mission operations in order to optimize border security in this challenging environment. 

• CBP Journeyman: The request includes $229 million to fully fund the increase in journeyman 
grade level for frontline CBP officers. Border Patrol agents, and CBP agricultural specialists 
from GS-11 toGS-12. 
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■ Tactical Communications (TACCOM): The FY 2012 Budget includes $40 million to continue 
the transition of the TACCOM program to a robust, open architecture system that will increase 
interoperability with other law enforcement, expand coverage, and improve agent safety in the 
Houlton, El Paso, Laredo, and Rio Grande Valley sectors. 

• National Targeting Center-Passenger (NTC-P): A total of $47 million is requested to enhance 
CBP’s ability to interdict dangerous individuals or terrorists traveling from foreign locations 
before boarding flights destined for the United States. The funds will be used to hire additional 
staff and implement enhancements in targeting priorities. 

■ U.S. Coast Guard Recapitalization: The FY 2012 request fully funds the fifth National Security 
Cutter (NSC), supports 40 Response Boats and six Fast Response Cutters, as well as a sizable 
investment in the renovation and restoration of shore facilities. The budget also provides 
resources to ensure that the Coast Guard’s aviation fleet is mission-ready through the acquisition 
of two Maritime Patrol Aircraft, one HH-60 helicopter, and conversion and sustainment projects 
of multiple aircraft. Funding for the NSC underscores the Department’s support of this program 
which is important to the Coast Guard’s long-term recapitalization effort and, most importantly, 
to allow the Coast Guard to replace its aged, obsolete High Endurance Cutter fleet as quickly as 
possible. The total request for U.S. Coast Guard Acquisition, Construction, and Improvements 
is $1.4 billion. 

• Maritime Safety and Response: $1 15.5 million remains in Coast Guard’s base resources for 1 1 
Maritime Safety and Security Teams and their associated 921 personnel, who conduct port 
security activities and provide support to NSSEs. 

ENFORCING AND ADMINISTERING OUR IMMIGRATION LAWS 

• Detention Beds: The FY 2012 Budget increases U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement 
(ICE) Custody Operations funding by $157.7 million to support 33,400 detention beds and 
remove more than 200,000 criminal aliens in FY 2012. 

■ Detention Reform: ICE plans to continue building on its detention reform efforts in FY 2012 by 
improving detainee access to quality health care, reducing the average length of stay, and 
facilitating access to family members and legal representation by adding functionality to the 
recently released online detainee locator system. 

• Worksite Enforcement: Requested funds continue the Department’s focus on worksite 
enforcement, promoting compliance with worksite-related laws through criminal prosecutions 
of egregious employers, Form 1-9 inspections, civil fines, and debarment, as well as education 
and compliance tools. 

■ E-Verify: The FY 2012 request continues support for E-Verify operations and enhancements, 
including continued funding for new monitoring, compliance and outreach positions 
necessitated by program expansion. The continued success of E-Verify demonstrated by recent 
independent reports reflect the Administration’s commitment to smart, tough, and effective 
strategies that build a strong foundation upon which immigrants can exercise their rights and 
responsibilities as Americans. 
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• Secure Communities: A total of $ 1 84 million is requested for Secure Communities - which 
uses biometric information and services to identity and remove criminal aliens in state prisons 
and local jails. The $64 million program increase will expand deployment to 96% of all 
jurisdictions nationally in FY 2012 and provide resources to confirm the identification of an 
estimated 199,000 more criminal aliens through interoperability in FY 2012 than FY 2010 and 
transport more than 44,000 criminal aliens from state and local jails into the custody of ICE 
following the completion of their sentences. ICE will work with DBS’s Office of Civil Rights 
and Civil Liberties and the Department of Justice to develop a robust oversight and evaluation 
process of Secure Communities and to provide training to state and local law enforcement. 
Secure Communities is on track for nationwide deployment by 201 3. 

■ Visa Security Program: The Budget requests $29 million to continue the Visa Security Program 
at current locations. This program enhances national security by preventing terrorists, criminals, 
and other ineligible applicants from receiving visas. 

• Immigrant Integration: The FY 2012 request expands U.S. Citizenship and Immigration 
Services’ (USCIS) effort to support immigrant integration efforts, including funding for new 
programs supporting English language acquisition and citizenship education. 

■ SAVE: The FY 2012 request continues support for USCIS SAVE operations and enhancements 
to assist state, local, and federal agencies in determining individuals’ eligibility for public 
benefits based on their immigration status. 

■ USCIS Business Transformation: The FY 20 1 2 request continues the multi-year effort to 
transform USCIS from a paper-based filing system to a customer-focused electronic filing 
system. 

SAFEGUARDING AND SECURING CYBERSPACE 

■ Federal Network Protection: $233.6 million is requested to expedite the deployment of 
EINSTEIN 3 to prevent and detect intrusions on computer systems and to upgrade the 
National Cyber Security Protection System, building an intrusion detection capability and 
analysis capabilities to protect federal networks. 

• Federal IT Security Assessments: A total of $40.9 million in requested funds will support 
the Department’s efforts to strengthen Federal Network Security of large and small agencies 
by conducting an estimated 66 network assessments to improve security across the Federal 
Executive Branch. 

■ Cybersecurity Worl^orce Needs: $24.5 million is proposed to provide high-quality, cost- 
effective virtual cybersecurity education and training to develop and grow a robust 
cybersecurity workforce that is able to protect against and respond to national cybersecurity 
threats and hazards. 

• Cyber Investigations: The FY 2012 Budget continues to support cyber investigations 
conducted through the Secret Service and ICE, targeting large-scale producers and 
distributors of child pornography and preventing attacks against U.S. critical infrastructure 
through Financial Crimes Task Forces. 
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■ Cyber Mission Integration: The FY 2012 request includes $1.3 million to enable DHS to 
coordinate national cyber security operations and interface with the U.S. Department of 
Defense’s (DOD) National Security Agency (NSA) at Fort Meade, Maryland. This funding 
will support a landmark memorandum of agreement signed by Secretary Napolitano and 
Secretary of Defense Robert Gates that aligns and enhances America’s capabilities to protect 
against threats to critical civilian and military computer systems and networks. 

■ Cybersecurity Research: The FY 2012 request includes an increase of $18 million for the 
Comprehensive National Cybersecurity Initiative to support research and development 
projects focused on strengthening the Nation’s cybersecurity. 

ENSURING RESILIENCE TO DISASTERS 

• Stale and Local Grants: The FY 2012 request sustains federal funding for state and local 
preparedness grants totaling over $3.8 billion, highlighting the Department’s commitment to 
moving resources out of Washington, D.C. and into the hands of state and local first responders 
who are often best positioned to detect and respond to terrorism, other threats, and natural 
disasters, 

■ Assistance to Firefighters Grants: The FY 2012 request includes $670 million. Included in this 
amount are $420 million for Staffing for Adequate Fire and Emergency Response (SAFER) 
Grants to rehire laid off firefighters and retain veteran first responders - totaling 2,300 
firefighter positions - and $250 million for equipment, training, vehicles, and related materials. 

■ Disaster Relief Fund (DRF): $ 1 .8 billion is requested for the DRF to allow FEMA to continue 
to address the impacts of a disaster on individuals and communities across the Nation. The DRF 
provides a significant portion of the total federal response to victims in presidentially declared 
disasters or emergencies. 

■ Regional Catastrophic Event Planning: $8.5 million is requested to continue development of 
catastrophic plans, with a focus on plans for response to biological events and earthquakes. 

■ National Exercises: FEMA’s participation in National Level Exercise-12, an exercise to test 
FEMA’s ability to respond to a catastrophic cyber attack, is funded with $3 million through the 
request. 

■ Emergency Management Oversight: The FY 2012 request includes $20 million for the Office 
of the Inspector General to continue its Emergency Management Oversight operations. 

PROVIDING ESSENTIAL SUPPORT TO NATIONAL AND ECONOMIC SECURITY 

• Patrolling the Exclusive Economic Zone: The Coast Guard patrols the U.S. Exclusive 
Economic Zone boundary areas to reduce the threat of foreign poaching of U.S. fish stocks and 
ensure compliance with international living marine resource agreements. The budget includes 
$47 million to extend the service life of five Medium Endurance Cutters critical in support of 
this mission. 
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• U.S. Coast Guard Staffing: The request strengthens the Coast Guard’s operational capacity by 
funding a total of 50,682 civilian and military personnel in FY 2012, 

■ Enhancing Maritime Safety: The FY 2012 Budget requests $686.3 million and 4,717 FTEs for 
the Coast Guard’s maritime safety activities. The FY 2012 Budget provides 105 new Marine 
Safety Inspectors and Investigators to staff ship inspections and post-incident investigations. 

• Enhancing Marine Environmental Protection and Response: The FY 2012 Budget requests 
$225.2 million and 1,362 FTE to enable the Coast Guard to conduct Marine Environmental 
Response. This includes 87 new environmental response personnel and creates the Coast 
Guard's first Incident Management Assistance Team, a highly trained team that will be deployed 
rapidly to augment the Coast Guard command structure when an incident of national 
significance occurs. 

• Investigate Cultural Antiquity Trafficking and Coordinate Repatriation-. The FY 2012 Budget 
continues to support ICE seizures and repatriation of cultural property, art and antiquities 
illegally imported into the United States and the investigation of illegal trafficking of artwork, 
especially works that have been reported lost or stolen. 

■ Forensic Support for Missing and Exploited Children: Funding is requested for the Secret 
Service to provide forensic support to the National Center for Missing and Exploited Children, 
which provides state of the art forensics support for investigations involving missing and 
exploited children and grant funds for activities related to the investigations of missing and 
exploited children. 

■ Collect Customs Revenue: Funds are requested to support CBP’s role as a revenue collector for 
the U.S. Treasury - customs revenue remains the second largest source of revenue for the U.S. 
government. Customs and Border Protection has set revenue collection as a Priority Trade Issue 
to ensure effective internal controls that protect the duties and taxes (over $29 billion in 2009) 
collected for the U.S. Government. 

■ Protect U.S. Intellectual Property Rights: The FY 2012 Budget request funds to support CBP’s 
enforcement program to prevent trade in counterfeit and pirated goods, and enforce exclusion 
orders on patent-infringing and other Intellectual Property Rights violative goods. The ICE HSI 
Intellectual Property Rights (IPR) Center investigates the smuggling and distribution of 
counterfeit goods and products that pose risks to public safety and security. Counterfeit 
pharmaceuticals and critical technology components, such as computer chips for defense 
systems and aiiplane equipment, were among the top seized commodities in IPR investigations. 


MATURING AND STRENGTHENING THE HOMELAND SECURITY ENTERPRISE 

Maturing and strengthening the homeland security enterprise - the collective efforts and shared 
responsibilities of federal, state, local, tribal, territorial, nongovernmental, and private-sector 
partners, as well as individuals, families, and communities - is critical to the Department’s success 
in carrying out its core missions and operational objectives. This includes enhancing shared 
awareness of risks and threats, building capable communities, and fostering innovative approaches 
and solutions through cutting-edge science and technology, while continuing to foster a culture of 
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efficiency, sustainability in accordance with EO 13514 and fiscal responsibility and streamline 
management across the Department. 

While the Department proposes significant cuts to administrative support across all components in 
order to maintain frontline operations, the following activities are supported through the FY 2012 
Budget: 

■ St. Elizabeths: $159.7 million is requested for the St. Elizabeths project. This funding enables 
DHS to complete the Coast Guard Headquarters facility and to continue work on the National 
Operations Center. The request, however, will defer the FEMA headquarters consolidation. 

■ Transformation and Systems Consolidation (TASC): The FY 2012 Budget proposes $11 million 
to fund the TASC program, which supports the modernization of the Department’s financial, 
asset, and acquisition management systems - a key priority for the Department and a step 
towards addressing recommendations on the GAO High Risk list. 

■ Acquisition Worhforce: $24.2 million in requested funds will increase the Department’s 
acquisition workforce capacity by 150 positions, including additional systems engineers, 
program managers, logisticians and business cost estimators, to ensure operational requirements 
are properly developed and included in DHS contracts and to provide greater oversight and 
accountability. This too, is consistent with previous recommendations from the Government 
Accountability Office and Inspector General. 

• Information Security and Infrastructure: $32.3 million is requested to establish a unified email 
network for DHS-wide use, and provide Single Sign-On and other capabilities. These activities 
will leverage technologies to strengthen DHS operations and enhance communications with 
federal, state, local, and private sector partners. 

■ Coast Guard Housing and Child Care: The health and welfare of military families is the heart 
of Coast Guard operational readiness. The FY 2012 Budget includes $29 million to address 
critical housing shortfalls and improve access to affordable, quality childcare. These initiatives 
will ensure Coast Guard members can maintain both strong families and a high state of 
readiness. 

CONCLUSION 

The FY 2012 budget proposal reflects this administration’s strong commitment to protecting the 
homeland and the American people through the effective and efficient use of DHS resources. As 
outlined in my testimony today, the Department will continue to build upon past successes in 
several areas including securing U.S. air, land, and sea borders; safeguarding lawful trade and 
travel; securing federal networks; and disrupting and dismantling transnational criminal and terrorist 
organizations that engage in cross-border criminal activity while maximizing every taxpayer dollar 
we receive. 

Thank you for inviting me to appear before you today. I look forward to answering your questions 
and to working with you on the Department’s FY 2012 Budget Request and other homeland 
security issues. 


II 
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Secretary Janet Napoiitano 

Janet Napolitano is the third Secretary of the Department of 
Homeland Security and is leading our nation's collective 
efforts to secure our country from the threats we face - from 
terrorism to natural disasters. 

To counter the threat of terrorism, Napolitano has forged new 
partnerships with international allies, and expanded 
information sharing with federal, state and local law 
enforcement - building a collaborative effort to detect and 
disrupt threats early on. 

She has initiated a new, more strategic course to strengthen 
security along our southwest border, deploying additional 
personnel and advanced technology, while working closely 
with Mexico to combat violent international drug cartels - 
resulting in increased seizures of illegal contraband along the 
border and throughout our country's interior. 

Napolitano also has forged a smart and effective approach to enforcing our immigration laws 
and prioritizing public safety while targeting criminal aliens and aggressively pursuing employers 
that knowingly take advantage of illegal labor. 

She has strengthened the nation's ability to prepare for, respond to and recover from disasters 
by cutting through red tape and expediting decision-making along the Gulf Coast, providing new 
resources to build resilient communities and bolster their response capabilities, and calling on 
all Americans to play a role in the shared responsibility of making our homeland secure. 

In each of these areas - counterterrorism; border security; immigration enforcement; and 
disaster preparedness, response and recovery - Napolitano is building upon the skills and 
resources of this young department by deploying the best that science and technology have to 
offer; reinvigorating partnerships with state, local and tribal governments and the private sector - 
our nation's first detectors and first responders; and implementing a bold Efficiency Review that 
is making the Department a leaner, smarter agency better equipped to protect the nation. 

Prior to becoming Secretary, Napolitano was in her second term as Governor of Arizona and 
was recognized as a national leader on homeland security, border security and immigration. 

She was the first woman to chair the National Governors Association and was named one of the 
top five governors in the country by Time Magazine. Napolitano was also the first female 
Attorney General of Arizona and served as U S. Attorney for the District of Arizona. 

Napolitano was born in New York City and grew up in Pittsburgh, Penn., and Albuquerque, N.M. 
She graduated from Santa Clara University, where she won a Truman Scholarship and was the 
university's first female valedictorian, and received her Juris Doctor from the University of 
Virginia School of Law. Before entering public office, Napolitano served as a clerk for Judge 
Mary M. Schroeder on the U S. Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit and practiced law in 
Phoenix at the firm of Lewis and Roca. 

Biographical information from the Department of Homeland Security 
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DISASTER RELIEF FUND 

Mr. Aderholt. And certainly FEMA’s disaster relief fund is 
something I think of concern. FEMA has requested $1.8 billion in 
the fiscal year 2012 request for the DRF, and there are no funds 
requested for prior-year catastrophic events. 

The bottom line is that your fiscal year 2011 budget and your fis- 
cal year 2012 request do not support these disaster relief costs for 
the rest of the year or next, and we would like to know your plan 
in regard to that. How will you complete the year when you are 
clearly short of required funding for fiscal year 2011 by $1.6 bil- 
lion? 

Secretary Napolitano. Mr. Chairman, a few, I think, salient 
points in response to that. 

First, one of the things that we have focused on is going back- 
ward in FEMA and returning funds to the DRF that had previously 
been obligated but not used. By that process, we returned approxi- 
mately $2 billion to the DRF in FY 2010, and those efforts continue 
to be under way. 

Secondly, for many, many years, under both Republican and 
Democratic administrations, under different majorities in the Con- 
gress, the DRF has been funded by taking a rolling average of non- 
catastrophic disasters, in this case a 5-year rolling average of non- 
catastrophic disasters, which are disasters that are less than $500 
million, and that average goes into the DRF base. But because of 
unpredictability and other factors, including, for example, years 
after the fact, the ability to go back and see what was actually used 
and to deobligate funds, the Congress and the administration have 
relied on supplementals to support the DRF. I think it is the ad- 
ministration’s intent to come back when there is an appropriate 
number and work with the Congress on what a supplemental 
would look like for the DRF in accord with historic practice. 

Mr. Aderholt. What is the funding requirement for fiscal year 
2012 for prior-year catastrophic events? 

Secretary Napolitano. For prior catastrophic events? It is hard 
to say given the deobligation issues. I would say, the funding re- 
quirement is approximately between $2 billion and $3 billion. 

Mr. Aderholt. But clearly these costs are not measured in fiscal 
year 2012; is that correct? 

Secretary Napolitano. They are not in the baseline budget. That 
is correct. 

Mr. Aderholt. Madam Secretary, as we stated earlier, your 
budget request significantly underfunds DRF for 2012 because of 
that reason, based on your comments that you foresee that there 
will be an emergency request over the next several months for fis- 
cal year 2012. 

Secretary Napolitano. What we anticipate, Mr. Chairman, is 
that we would proceed as the DRF has been handled historically, 
which is, yes, to finish the fiscal year with supplementals related 
to catastrophic disasters. 

Mr. Aderholt. And I think the concern is, and we have sort of 
been dancing around it, that it is really a “truth-in-budgeting” 
issue. The historic data shows that the funding for some of these 
disasters is in the billions of dollars, and we know that it will be. 
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So I’m concerned that you are not bringing that up into the current 
request, and it really just comes down to a truth-in-budgeting issue 
from the beginning I think. This is a concern to this Subcommittee. 

Secretary Napolitano. Mr. Chairman, we are happy to work 
with you on the DRF issue. As I said before, the budget has been 
written in accord with how the DRF has always been handled, in 
part because of the unpredictability of the size of disasters when 
a budget is submitted. But we are happy to work with you. And 
as I stated, the intent of the administration would be to seek an 
appropriate supplemental at the appropriate time. 

AVIATION SECURITY FEE INCREASE: FEASIBILITY IN FY 2012 

Mr. Aderholt. Let me move on, because I do know that we have 
votes that will be coming up soon. I know you have to be out later 
this afternoon for other obligations. So let me move on to the issue 
of user fees, aviation security, and Customs. 

In the fiscal year 2012 request, it assumes an increase in the 
aviation passenger security fees and a change in the COBRA fee 
for Customs processing. Given the difficulty in getting aviation se- 
curity fee increases and Customs fee changes enacted in the past, 
I guess the question that I would pose to you is: is it realistic to 
think that your proposals can get implemented this year? 

Secretary Napolitano. Well, we will work with the authorizers. 
And, indeed, I have been speaking with the authorizers about the 
need for this. But it seems to me, Mr. Chair, that in this era of fis- 
cal discipline, one of the things that we ought to be looking at is 
what is the true cost of an enplanement security fee, what is the 
true cost in Customs. 

The security fees have not been adjusted for TSA since 2002, and 
the plain fact of the matter is that we know that aviation remains 
a key target of our adversaries. We know that we have to provide 
additional security. We know that a small increase in the security 
fee enables us to do this and cover all of the security responsibil- 
ities we have against all the modes of transportation. 

So we will work with this Committee; we will work with the au- 
thorizers. But the consequence of not having these fees is very seri- 
ous for the operations of this Department. It is effectively another 
$600 million out of operations that would come directly out of the 
front line. 

Mr. Aderholt. So if the fees are not implemented in time, then 
how do you foresee filling in that $600-plus million gap? 

Secretary Napolitano. First of all, we assumed that they would 
not be ready by the beginning of the fiscal year, so the number that 
we use is only for the third and fourth quarters of the fiscal year 
2012, in part because there needs to be a rulemaking associated 
with the fees. But we have been to this Congress before. We are 
here at this Congress again. I think in this fiscal time, the author- 
izers are perhaps more receptive to acknowledging that this should 
come out of almost a user fee, a security fee arrangement, as op- 
posed to out of the general tax base. 

Mr. Aderholt. Well, and certainly that is our concern here on 
the Subcommittee, and we have discussed this, is the fact that the 
reality of these, they may not be implemented in time. And so that 



33 


would be something that again we would be concerned about, and 
we want to just bring that to your attention. 

Let me go to Mr. Price now and turn the mic over to him. 

GOVERNMENT SHUTDOWN: POTENTIAL IMPACT ON DHS 

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Madam Secretary, the President has a few hours ago signed a 2- 
week extension of the continuing resolution to keep the government 
running. After that it is anybody’s guess as to what extent the new 
House leadership is interested in responsibly discharging their du- 
ties, or whether they will continue to insist on slashing domestic 
programs, which individually and cumulatively threaten to stall 
the recovery, while ironically leaving 88 percent of the budget un- 
touched. 

Having said that, many are drawing comparisons to the split be- 
tween the Republican Congress in 1995 and President Clinton on 
the budget, which led to a government shutdown. The Department 
of Homeland Security, of course, was not around when that hap- 
pened. 

In this uncertain budget requirement, have you been considering 
the implications of a budget impasse and a potential shutdown? 
What impact would this have, or indeed has it already had, on 
DHS? 

Secretary Napolitano. Well, I think. Representative Price, man- 
aging a large agency by continuing resolution is extraordinarily dif- 
ficult. We are already halfway through the fiscal year, and you are 
trying to make plans about how many agents you have to put 
where, where your equipment could be, will you have it, can you 
fix this, so forth. 

In terms of the 2-week extension and the possibility of an im- 
passe and a shutdown, because we were not around in 1995, we 
have been looking at what would be shut down and what would be 
exempt. We have made some judgments that are internal to the 
Secretary’s office right now as to what would stop, what would be 
partially stopped, and what would need to continue. I think it is 
fair to say that frontline personnel would continue. But those who 
support the frontline personnel and enable them to do their job 
most effectively, a number of those types of positions would not be 
able to be sustained. 

The thing I am also concerned about, I must say, is that a num- 
ber of our frontline positions are not very well paid: Border Patrol 
officers, TSOs in our airports, the ones we really rely on to be the 
last line of defense for entry into the country or protection of an 
aircraft. Many of our employees live paycheck to paycheck. And 
even when you work under a shutdown scenario, you don’t get paid 
until Congress catches you up. That is a hardship as well. 

So we are hopeful. I am hopeful that this will be worked out, and 
that Congress will reach a resolution on fiscal year 2011. I thought 
I would share that with you. 

Mr. Price. Thank you. It does strike one that so many of your 
personnel are, in effect, waiting for some kind of disaster to strike, 
most obviously in FEMA with natural disasters. There is a kind of 
depth of capacity that is required that is not immediately engaged 
in an emergency maybe, but nonetheless needs to be on call at very 
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rapid notice. In that kind of situation, it strikes me as especially 
difficult to discern between essential and less essential personnel, 
or emergency and nonemergency personnel. 

Secretary Napolitano. Representative Price, you are exactly 
right. It is going to be, in some of these areas very, very difficult 
to make those judgments. And, again, even for those who are 
deemed exempt from a shutdown, they will be undergoing financial 
hardship. 


H.R. l: IMPACT ON DHS FUNDING 

Mr. Price. Let me, in the limited time I have remaining, go back 
to this question of how we fund for emergencies. And there clearly 
is an ongoing discussion we need to have here, but I don’t have a 
hard time concluding that whatever one thinks about what the ini- 
tial budget should look like, it is not a very good practice in the 
middle of the fiscal year to cannibalize other DHS accounts to pay 
for unaccounted-for costs. In fact, H.R. 1, reduces DHS funding to 
levels prior to the 2009 Christmas Day attack to pay for disaster 
relief. That is not an ideal situation, to put it mildly, and I don’t 
think we ought to replicate it in the future. 

So I wonder if you could tell us today, what are the consequences 
of lowering the boom in this way, halfway through the fiscal year, 
by cutting 1 point — $5.65 billion in DHS activities to make up for 
the disaster relief shortfall? 

Secretary Napolitano. Well, H.R. 1 has some very serious im- 
pacts for the Department. I mean, there are impacts on counterter- 
rorism. We will cut the number of AIT machines we were intending 
to deploy to protect lanes at airports in half We will cut the num- 
ber of explosive trace detection machines that we could make avail- 
able by half We will cut the number of canine teams by almost 
two-thirds. This will have an impact on aviation security. 

It does, Mr. Chairman — I think we have a disagreement on this 
point, but in my reading of it, 250 ICE agents who are currently 
paid for would not be paid for under the H.R. 1. That is a problem. 
And we can talk about why that is, but that is our count. It could 
reduce FEMA grants by almost $1 billion. And, as you know, that 
really will affect State and local preparedness. 

I could go on, but there are very real operational impacts by H.R. 
1 because does not fund the President’s requested FY 2011 budget. 

DISASTER RELIEF FUND 

Mr. Price. We need to have an ongoing discussion about the nor- 
mal practice for disaster funding and including it into the budget. 
I don’t perceive any disagreement at all about the dire con- 
sequences of lowering the boom in this way halfway through the 
fiscal year. That is what I wanted to get you to elaborate on, and 
I would invite you to elaborate further for the record. 

Before my time expires, though, let me ask the obvious remain- 
ing question. Does this mean we will be expecting a supplemental 
from you? Would you expect that you would be submitting a dis- 
aster relief supplemental sometime later this year? 

Secretary Napolitano. Representative Price, as I stated earlier, 
the budget was planned based on the historical practice, which is. 
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yes, you fund the base, and then you seek a supplemental. So the 
answer is yes. And we would work with the Committee on that. 

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Aderholt. Madam Secretary, you mentioned the ICE 
agents, and I am forced to respond to that, because H.R. 1 actually 
does provide an increase to ICE above FY 2010 based upon tech- 
nical budget assistance that your staff provided the Committee. 
H.R. 1 sustains all ICE agents, especially those deployed along the 
Southwest Border, and supports the same 33,400 bed funding that 
it did in fiscal year 2010. In fact, H.R. 1 actually increases the 
numbers for CBP, ICE, and the Coast Guard above the fiscal year 
2010 level, and sustains the funding for TSA operational functions 
and all the intelligence officers across the Department. So I did 
want to point that out. 

Now I would like to recognize the full Chairman, the former 
chairman of this Subcommittee, Mr. Rogers for questions. 

AVIATION SECURITY FEE INCREASE: JUSTIFICATION FOR FY 2012 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Just a note about the proposed fee increase. There you go again. 
We have been facing this for years. Every year, whomever the Sec- 
retary was always comes in with this fee increase, knowing that 
Congress is not going to do it, and we won’t do it. And we don’t 
know yet what you would do to replace that big $600 million hole, 
and my information is that your budget request assumes that that 
fee would be in place for all of 2012 to produce $589,940,000, not 
the last quarter but the whole year. That is the justifications that 
I have seen. 

Secretary Napolitano. Mr. Chairman, first of all, I think in re- 
sponse to the Chairman’s last comment, I believe our staffs need 
to get together. There clearly is a strong difference of opinion as 
to what H.R. 1 does to ICE agents. 

With respect to the fee, Mr. Chair, it seems to me that in an era 
of fiscal restraint or fiscal discipline, or whatever we want to call 
it, we all know we have a tough fiscal time. And this is a dire situ- 
ation. To continue to come back, as I now have, the third Secretary, 
and say we need to have a security fee for enplanement that is 
commensurate with the cost of providing the security, to say that 
the fee is a no-go from the outset, to me, means that the general 
taxpayer has to pick up the cost or the income generated. 

Now, the airlines have not experienced any deleterious impact by 
imposing fees to check baggage or to buy a Coke on an airplane. 
And it seems to me that, at this particular juncture, where the 
Federal budget is under stress, resuscitating this idea as a real 
idea that makes sense from a policy and a fiscal perspective is the 
right thing to do. We will work with the authorizers on that. I have 
already done that. And we want to work with this Committee on 
it. But right now we are stuck with a fee that in no way covers 
the actual costs of the service we are providing. 

Mr. Rogers. Well, it has been proposed every year since I have 
been chairman of the Subcommittee, I think, virtually every year, 
and we always turn it down. And I don’t see any change in that 
this time. 
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Secretary Napolitano. Well, this is the first year, Mr. Chair- 
man, respectfully, that we have heen in this kind of a fiscal situa- 
tion. So if I might respectfully request, everything deserves a fresh 
look, and this does as well. 

TRANSPORTATION SECURITY ADMINISTRATION: PERSONNEL CAP 

Mr. Rogers. Well, whatever the Ways and Means Committee or 
whomever does, we have to find $600 million. It is a plain fact. And 
we can’t rely upon this fee being authorized, because it never has 
been, and it has been tried year after year. 

But I wanted to move on to something else. I have been a pro- 
ponent on this Subcommittee all along of trying to utilize elec- 
tronics and equipment and mechanization to the maximum to try 
to help us with the personnel costs of TSA. And you have pushed 
that, too. But I don’t see us making much headway. I think the em- 
ployment level at TSA is now at 52,269. I remember when we put 
a cap on the employment levels at TSA a few years ago at 45,000 
just for screeners. And I don’t see much impact mechanization or 
using of equipment and machinery is doing us much good in reduc- 
ing the personnel at TSA. I know the airports I fly through, I see 
a lot of personnel not doing anything, and I think that is the uni- 
versal thing that practically all of us would agree to. 

In H.R. 1, we reintroduce the FTE levels at 46,000 in an attempt 
to prompt you to more closely examine your requirements. And I 
know that we are placing some new machines in out there that are 
going to require probably more personnel, but I don’t see us saving 
personnel on the other side of that equation. What do you say 
about a cap again of 46,000 in TSA? 

Secretary Napolitano. Well, Mr. Chairman, I have some real 
problems with that for several reasons. One is I don’t know where 
the 46,000 came from. It could be 47-: it could be 48-. 

But second, once this Congress sets a cap, it is like setting our 
security fee in 2002; getting that changed, no matter the cir- 
cumstances, can be very, very difficult. 

And, number three, as you have noted, we are now installing AIT 
machines. The threat in aviation is different than it was several 
years ago. It is different in the sense that our adversaries are now 
clearly using or trying to use and get onto planes material that is 
nonmetallic in nature — powders, gels, or liquids — that could be 
used as an explosive. And that means that we have to move into, 
and quickly, this next-generation machinery, the AITs. Our budget 
supports the personnel necessary to put 500 more AITs on airport 
lanes in fiscal year 2011. 

And then, last, I think it is important to note that the security 
laydown in an airport is not all constituted by TSOs who you ob- 
serve there. There are undercover TSOs, there are behavioral de- 
tection TSOs, and there are also individuals who operate in canine 
teams in the airports. So there is a whole mixture of things, dif- 
ferent layer of things necessary to secure the air environment. 

So my view is, or my judgment is that, rather than an arbitrary 
cap, we work together to make sure that we have got the right mix 
of technology and personnel every year necessary to meet the 
threats that we have. 
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Mr. Rogers. Well, I agree with you on that, but I don’t think I 
have seen enough effort to get technology involved to replace per- 
sonnel that in off times during the day at the airport have nothing 
to do during the non-peak hours. 

Secretary Napolitano. Well, if I might, Mr. Chairman, again, 
one of the consequences of H.R. 1 is it cuts in half our Science and 
Technology budget. That is the budget that funds, among other 
things, the research that we are doing with the national labs to 
look at the checkpoint of the future. How do we get beyond what 
we have now and get to something that allows people to keep their 
shoes on and to carry a large bottle of water on a plane and so 
forth? The technology simply doesn’t exist right now to do that or 
to do it safely. That is in the research and development part of the 
budget and — S&T, Science and Technology, excuse me. Sorry for 
using acronyms. And that itself, that whole budget was cut 50 per- 
cent in the continuing resolution. 

Mr. Rogers. Well, you are asking for an additional 510 transpor- 
tation security officers assumedly to be financed by the fee in- 
crease. But an increase of 510 additional officers on top of what we 
have, when I see at the airports that I travel through personnel 
that could easily handle the new machines without any increase in 
personnel at that airport, what do you say about that? 

Secretary Napolitano. Well, I can’t speak to what you see at 
which airports. All I can say is we know now, with pretty hard cer- 
tainty, what it takes to operate an AIT for the number of hours it 
needs to be operated in an airport environment, and our budget 
and the personnel we request is based on that. It is actual experi- 
ence. 

Mr. Rogers. Madam Secretary, thank you. 

Secretary Napolitano. Thank you, sir. 

cybersecurity: agreement with department of defense 

Mr. Dicks. I know we are short on time here, and we have to 
go vote. Tell us about what you are doing on cyber security and 
what this agreement you reached with Secretary Gates will accom- 
plish. 

Secretary Napolitano. The agreement with Defense Secretary 
Gates allows us to co-locate personnel. He has some folks in our 
shop; we have some folks in his. More importantly. Representative 
Dicks, it enables us to be able to use or have access to the techno- 
logical resources of the National Security Agency. We have people 
now located there. We have a lawyer with them, and we have a pri- 
vacy officer with them, because there are different rules that apply 
in the civilian environment than the military. But the resources of 
the NSA are key. 

cybersecurity: authority over private sector 

Mr. Dicks. That is good. 

Now, my time is very short. What about authority? Do you need 
more authority over the private sector to get them to do the things 
necessary to protect themselves? Talking about utilities, financial 
institutions, things of that nature, that could be vulnerable. 

Secretary Napolitano. The subject of authorities is something 
that we would like to discuss with you. The answer is we have 
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been working with different committees as a cyber bill was being 
prepared, looking at clarifying and improving on the authorities we 
do have. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dicks. How does the private sector do on their own? Are 
they taking this threat seriously? I understand that $1 trillion has 
been lost in intellectual property worldwide because of 
cyberattacks. 

Secretary Napolitano. It 

Mr. Dicks. That is a big deal. 

Secretary Napolitano. It is a big, big deal. And I would say that 
we have good connectivity with some sectors of the private sector 
and not so good with some others. It varies. But some of the key 
ones, for example, financial institutions, the connectivity is very 
good. 

Mr. Dicks. Thank you. 

Mr. Aderholt. Let me thank you. Madam Secretary. We have 
a vote, as you probably know by now. I know you have to leave at 
5:00 today. 

Secretary Napolitano. 4:45, excuse me, sir, for a 5 o’clock. 

Mr. Aderholt. What we are going to do is when we vote, quickly 
come back. I know some other Members want to ask a few ques- 
tions. 

Secretary Napolitano. I will try to keep my answers shorter. 

Mr. Aderholt. I will encourage everyone to hustle back right 
after the vote. Thank you. 

[Recess.] 

Mr. Aderholt. Mrs. Lowey, you are recognized. 

URBAN areas SECURITY INITIATIVE: FUNDING 

Mrs. Lowey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you very much. 
And it is also a pleasure to be with you today. We thank you for 
your service and your leadership. 

Let me start by saying I appreciate that the fiscal year 2012 re- 
quest proposes increased funding to the Urban Areas Security Ini- 
tiative, the UASI program. However, a $34 million increase in 
UASI funding strikes me as insufficient if we are, in fact, at our 
most heightened state since 9/11, as you recently said, and when 
the program is authorized at $1.3 billion for fiscal year 2012. Given 
the grave threats we face, why is the administration request nearly 
$400 million below the authorized level for this program? 

Maybe I will ask the rest of the questions. That is the first. 
Along those lines, UASI funding has continually been diluted by in- 
creasing the number of recipients. What started as a program for 
7 urban areas now serves 64. Every area of the country deserves 
funds, I want to make that very clear, but not from the high-risk 
program. I attached an amendment to the CR to limit UASI fund- 
ing to the top 25 highest-risk regions, restoring the program to its 
original intent. So will you commit once and for all to stop using 
the UASI program as a form of DHS pork-barrel spending and 
limit recipients to only high-risk, high-density urban areas for 
which it was dedicated? 

Secretary Napolitano. Well, Representative, first of all, the 
President’s fiscal year 2012 budget for grants maintains the overall 
grant level, about $3.8 billion. It also requests that we be allowed 
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to consolidate grants so that grants can be used by localities for 
various purposes. I think we now have 17 different grant programs 
that have been established over time. We think that can be com- 
pressed to everybody’s advantage. 

With respect to the UASI or the tiering of high-risk locales, we 
have a methodology we use to evaluate risk. As I mentioned at a 
hearing earlier, another hearing earlier this morning, there are 
risks that you can identify in all areas of the country. And so one 
of the things that happens is that, through formula requirements 
of the Congress, all areas of the country get at least some base 
level for preparedness, for response, and the like. We will continue 
to work to refine that. We will continue to work with the Congress 
to make sure the money is going where it will have the most bene- 
ficial effect. 

And last, one of the things I would mention is that the President 
has requested funding this year for the Securing the Cities pro- 
gram, which is a program to fund sensors for radiological or nu- 
clear devices. It is being piloted in New York, particularly around 
devising sensors for the tunnels and the bridges there. And we 
hope that if the President’s fiscal year 2012 budget is funded, we 
would be able to add one more pilot location at a major U.S. city 
as well. 

Mrs. Lowey. Well, let me just say I have been to that location, 
and I hope to bring the Chair to New York and perhaps the air- 
ports just to see the money in action. And I am very impressed 
with what Commissioner Kelly is doing with that money. And I am 
glad that there was wise decision made so that would be in the 
budget. 

But I do hope you will look at the UASI funding again, because 
I want to make it very clear, I am not thrilled about being “number 
one” as a New Yorker and living in a high-threat area, but to di- 
vide the money, that money that is for high-threat areas. Where 
areas should be getting other funds, fine, everyone needs funding, 
but if this started with 7, and it is now at 64, I think 25 might 
be a reasonable number for this program, and others can apply for 
other programs. So I would appreciate your consideration. 

Secretary Napolitano. Thank you. 

Mrs. Lowey. Thank you. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Dent. 

CHEMICAL FACILITY SECURITY 

Mr. Dent. Thanks, Mr. Chairman. 

Good to see you. Madam Secretary. Just a couple things. On 
chemical plant security, chemical facility security rather, we passed 
legislation in 2009 on Chemical Facility Anti-Terrorism Standards 
(CFATS) with some adjustments, including implementation of the 
inherently safer technology (1ST) issue. I have introduced legisla- 
tion again this Congress to extend the CFATS for about 5 years, 
up to 2015. Do you support a long-term extension of these CFATS 
regs? 

Secretary Napolitano. Yes. 

Mr. Dent. Very good. And if 1ST was federally mandated, does 
the Department have the professionals in place to implement the 
1ST requirement on regulated chemical facilities? 
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Secretary Napolitano. Let me check back on that, because I 
don’t want to give you an inaccurate answer. My understanding is 
that we would be — as in all things CFATS related, we would stack 
up appropriately. 

[The information follows:] 

Representative Dent’s office was contacted March 21, 2011 and briefed on the ca- 
pability. A follow-on briefing involving Undersecretary Beers is under consideration. 

Mr. Dent. Okay. Because I just want to make sure the Depart- 
ment has a grasp on the financial consequences of the 1ST man- 
dates. It is very, very expensive, and you need a lot of people. And 
there are potential job losses tied to that issue in the private sec- 
tor. 


ADVANCED IMAGING TECHNOLOGY: PASSENGER EDUCATION 

On passenger screening — I am going quickly because I only have 
a minute — the budget proposal requests an additional 200 units for 
installation. As you know, I have been very supportive of the AIT 
and other passenger-screening initiatives. And the big issue is 
what are we doing to educate the public better about AIT and other 
passenger enhancements? We went through that situation back 
around Thanksgiving where there was a lot of public discontent 
with some of the practices. What are you doing to help educate the 
public, as well as Members of Congress, because we are going to 
face amendments on AIT, I suspect, as we deal with this Homeland 
Security appropriations bill in 2012. 

Secretary Napolitano. Well, first of all, experience is the best 
educator. More and more passengers now have gone through the 
AITs. They recognize that it is actually fast, it is thorough, it is the 
next wave of technology, and it makes airports safer and air travel 
safer. And if you say to passengers, “Do you want to fly on a plane 
where people have been through the AIT or not through the 
AIT?” — they are going to pick the AIT. But we are also doing in- 
airport education, and we are making a lot of information available 
to the TSA. 

Mr. Dent. I have additional questions. I will submit them for the 
record. Thank you. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Olver. 

Mr. Olver. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Are you operating under 
a special time limit at the moment? 

Mr. Aderholt. Three minutes. 

advanced imaging technology: model types 

Mr. Olver. Three minutes, okay. Well, that is going to constrain 
me greatly. 

Just one other question on AIT. How many different kinds of — 
how many different models are you working with these days; how 
many different models are under testing? 

Secretary Napolitano. You mean in terms of hardware or soft- 
ware or both? 

Mr. Olver. Well, maybe I don’t know what an AIT is. I am refer- 
ring, and I thought Mr. Dent was referring, to full-body scanners. 

Secretary Napolitano. Yes. And there are basically two types of 
the hardware. But we are also now piloting a new type of software 
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that gives you basically a stick figure outline of an individual, as 
opposed to an image, and if there is an anomaly, identifies that 
anomaly is for pat-down purposes. 

TRANSPORTATION SECURITY ADMINISTRATION: EMPLOYEE TURNOVER 

Mr. Olver. I was going to say it seems to me there is technology 
that is being developed that is quite noninvasive from a privacy 
point of view. So you seem to be headed toward that in any case. 

My impression is, from where I go in and out of my airport, is 
that there is a lot of turnover; people are always changing. Is the 
agency seeing a fair amount of turnover, or are people pretty stable 
in their jobs and just adding more? 

Secretary Napolitano. At the TSA? 

Mr. Olver. Yes. 

Secretary Napolitano. There is some turnover, I would say. In 
part it is because of the size and, you know, just the type of work- 
force there is. It is a very high-stress job. I have worked a line for 
a while myself It is hard work, and it is zero-error work, which 
adds to the stress. In other words, if you are the TSO who permits 
something to get on a plane, the consequences could be dire. 

So we work with our TSOs. We are developing a career path for 
them that makes it a long-term career as opposed to not. And we 
are doing a number of other things to make the workplace condi- 
tions better for them. 

Mr. Olver. Okay. I want to turn to something in relation to im- 
migration. I have quite a few responses in my office that look for 
immigration assistance, and every once in a while I sit down with 
great care and talk with people that seem to me to have an egre- 
gious error or problem. And I wanted to just mention one that hap- 
pened quite recently of a family that had come in under some sort 
of a waive situation just before 9/11 — I am not sure whether the 
waive arrangement is still being used — but a family, which was a 
father and mother, man and wife, and two children 13 and 7 or 8, 
something like that. 

This is now 20 years ago. They stayed. They overstayed. And the 
daughter, the older person, by the time she was 19 or 20 , she had 
graduated from college — this is Massachusetts — and gotten a de- 
gree and married, and at which point she was able to adjust for 
her parents, for her parents, who also had been under the radar 
for all of that period of time. But her younger brother she couldn’t 
adjust for, she cannot adjust for. 

Now, he was 7 or 8 when he came in probably 15 years ago — 
I guess I exaggerated slightly — and he is about to be deported back 
to someplace in South America. I know where it is, but I am not 
going to mention exactly where. And he speaks English as well as 
we do, had scholarships allowed for college and so forth. 

Is there any hope for people like that? 

Mr. Aderholt. The gentleman’s time is expired. The Secretary 
has to leave at 5:00, and we have one more question. So Mr. Car- 
ter. 

Secretary Napolitano. We will get back to you on that situation. 
Representative. I will have somebody come visit with you. 

Mr. Olver. I would appreciate it. Thank you. 

[The information follows:] 
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USCIS briefed Representative Giver’s staff on the specifics of the immigration 
case on March 22, 2011. Representative Giver’s staff indicated the information was 
sufficient and that a meeting would not be necessary. 

BGRDER SECURITY: NATIGNAL GUARD ASSISTANCE 

Mr. Carter. Madam Secretary, thank you for waiting here for 
us. I really appreciate that. 

You were the first Governor, I believe, to attempt to use our new 
law that allows you to request the National Guard to be deployed 
in your State, and I believe as a result of that request your re- 
sponse from then-Secretary Rumsfeld was that he didn’t think it 
was their duty to enforce the borders; it was the duty of the Home- 
land Security Department. You experienced that, I believe. And 
right now my Governor in my State is saying that he needs troops 
on our border for safety and security of the citizens of the State of 
Texas, and I believe he does. 

Do you believe we should approve a Governor’s request to use the 
National Guard on the border, and do you think that we should au- 
thorize the Department of Homeland Security to pay for National 
Guard deployments if necessary by the Governors? 

Secretary Napglitang. First of all, the President has put 1,200- 
plus National Guards on the border, and they are providing very 
useful counter-drug assistance to the Border Patrol. You have also, 
in this Congress, approved upping the personnel in the Border Pa- 
trol, and that is the ideal situation where you have enough Federal 
civilian resources. But there can be a role for the National Guard. 
That is why we have some of them down there now. And I think 
that there is going to be a continuing discussion between us, the 
Department of Defense, and these committees as to how many, 
where, and how it should be paid for. 

Mr. Carter. And part of that discussion right now is that the 
Department of Defense says they won’t pay for it. And so then my 
question is under a circumstance which you and I may not be able 
to imagine, although our Governor believes he needs it right now. 
Should we think about authorizing the payment of those guards- 
men by our Department? 

Secretary Napglitang. I certainly think that is something that, 
as we move forward, will need to be discussed between the legisla- 
tive and executive branches, yes, sir. 

Mr. Carter. Thank you. 

Mr. Aderhglt. Mr. Price. 

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Madam Secretary, again, I apologize for leaving you bereft today 
for an hour, but we appreciate your patience. We have to close out 
now. I will be submitting some questions for the record. Some of 
them commend you for progress you made; for example, on the 100 
percent screening requirement for cargo in the hold of passenger 
planes. You have actually accelerated the timetable for meeting 
that requirement, and recent incidents showed just how important 
that is. In other areas, for example, the future of the CSI, the Con- 
tainer Security Initiative in overseas ports, I am going to want to 
seek some clarification as to exactly what the implications of your 
budget are for the future of that and other programs. But we will 
have to do that for the record, and now I just want to thank you 
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for your good work, for your presence here today, and again express 
how much we are looking forward to another round of working with 
you. 

Secretary Napolitano. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Aderholt. Madam Secretary, let me again echo what Rank- 
ing Member Price said. The votes are out of our control, as you 
know, so we are at the mercy of the Speaker and when they call 
it. But I do thank you for being here today. And we are about to 
begin working with the Senate to pass a full year CR. Without ad- 
ditional information, we have no option but to fully fund the DRF. 
Part of the reason we took the cuts in H.R. 1 was due to a lack 
of a budget amendment or a supplemental. 

But, Madam Secretary, what I would ask you to do is to commit 
to working with my staff on developing a plan that will fund the 
DRF through the end of the year and fund the DRF in fiscal year 
2012. 

Secretary Napolitano. Yes, sir. And I really appreciate your for- 
bearance with my schedule, too. I think we have all been juggling 
like crazy this afternoon. I know I put off one thing and so forth. 
So I really appreciate the consideration you and your staff have 
shown. And obviously and absolutely we will work with you and 
with staff on the DRF and some of these other issues that have 
been raised this afternoon. 

Mr. Aderholt. Sure. Well, thank you very much. We look for- 
ward to working with you. And again, thank you for your attend- 
ance this afternoon. The meeting is adjourned. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE Robert Aderholt 
Secretary Napolitano 

Committee on Appropriations-Subcommittee on Homeland Security- 
FY 2012 DHS Budget Request 
March 2,2011 


Testimony 

Question: Secretary Napolitano, the Subcommittee hearing on March 2, 201 1, was abbreviated due to the press 
of House business and a series of votes. May we have your commitment to return to testify before us should 
such a second hearing be deemed necessary to support the work of the Subcommittee? 

ANSWER: I would be pleased to return before the Subcommittee. 

FY 11 Funding For the Department 


Question: In endorsing the Inouye substitute amendment 149 to H.R. 1, which failed to pass the Senate, the 
President has demonstrated his support for a level of discretionary binding for DHS substantially below what 
was enacted for FYIO (not including supplementals), and made clear that the FYl 1 request is no longer a 
realistic outcome. Please provide technical assistance that compares the Department’s plarmed expenditures for 
FYl 1 under two scenarios: assuming the total level of discretionary funding authority provided for DHS in (1 ) 
H.R. 1 ($41,517 billion), and (2) the Inouye substitute amendment 149 to H.R. 1 ($42.0 billion). These 
expenditure plans should be broken out by program, project, and activity level, in one comparative table, and in 
the same format as the detailed table contained in the back of the report accompanying the annual 
appropriations bill for the Department of Homeland Security. 

ANSWER: Upon enactment of an FY 201 1 appropriations bill for the remainder of the fiscal year, the 
Department will respond accordingly to bill language requiring an expenditure plan. 

FY12 Efficiencies and Savings in the FY 12 Budget Request 

Question: For the record, please provide a table that reflects, for each component of the Department, the 
amount of savings in the fiscal year 20 1 2 budget compared with the current fiscal year 201 1 Continuing 
Resolution funding (and assuming such a funding level for the remainder of the year). Please subdivide these 
reductions by professional services, administrative savings, and other efficiencies, and include detailed totals for 
these categories and for each component so that the Committee knows to what extent we can depend on these 
figures, whether they are adversely impacting operations, or whether to view them as merely soft estimates. 


ANSWER: 'TEe table below reflects the amoimt of savings for the Department in each fiscal year. 



FY2011 Year- 

FY 2012 

FY 2012 
Professiona 

1 Services 

FY 2012 
Admin 

FY 2012 
Total 

Professional 
Services + 
Admin 

FY 2012 

FY2012 

TOTAL 


Long CR (incl. 

President's 

Savings 

Savings 

Savings 

Efficienci 

Savings 

Component 

.2% reduction) 

Request 

($M) 

($M) 

($M) 

es ($M) 

($M) 
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OSEM 

136.544 

142.533 

- 

(0.610) 

(0.610) 

(1.269) 

(1,879) 

USM 

239.453 

249.058 

(1.500) 

(3.582) 

(5.082) 

(0.663) 

(5.745) 

DHS HQ 
Cons. 

77.245 

215.273 






CFO 

53.323 

62.395 

- 

(0.831) 

(0.831) 

(0.132) 

(0.963) 

CIO 

332.726 

277.972 

(4.500) 

(3.704) 

(8.204) 

(2.120) 

(10.324) 

A&O 

334.360 

355.368 

(3.000) 

(7.913) 

(10.913) 

(14.010) 

(24.923) 

OIG 

113.646 

144.318 


(0.715) 

(0.715) 

(1.562) 

(2.277) 

OHA 

139.455 

160.949 



(1,586) 

(1.272) 


CIS 

146.300 

369.477 

(2.250) 





usss 

1,515.299 

1,698.531 

- 

(0,912) 


BBBI 

(13.814) 

ICE 

5,500.620 

5,510.707 

(40.500) 

(59.332) 


- 

(99.832) 

CBP 

9,888.065 

10.379.763 

- 

(36.909) 

(36.909) 

(189.381) 

(226.290) 

TSA 

5,292.132 

5,113,439 


(57.694) 

(67.694) 

(46.315) 

(114.009) 

FLETC 




(2.730) 

(3.730) 

- 

(3.730) 

NPPD 

1,216.197 

1,293.912 


(8.061) 

(18.061) 

WESM 

(45.335) 

USCG 

8,583.226 

8,676.556 

(15.230) 

(76.821) 

(92.051) 




7,208,572 



(25.121) 

(40.121) 


Q2QQI 

S&T 

827.578 



(8.654) 

(8,654) 


jjjggmi 

DNDO 

341.744 

331.739 


(1.655) 


(3.301) 

(6.581) 

TOTAL 

42,217.317 

43,224.183 




(392,666) 

(797.782) 


Chief FinaDciai Officer 

Question: The Department has been operating without a confirmed Chief Financial Officer since January 
2009. While the Subcommittee commends the Acting Chief Financial Officer on her hard professionalism, 
dedication, and cooperation, it is essential that this position be filled. When will this be done? 

ANSWER: I also commend the Acting Chief Financial Officer for her leadership and dedication to the 
Department. At this time, it is not certain when the President will nominate a permanent Chief Financial 
Officer. 


Future Years Homeland Security Program 

Question: The budget justification refers to forward plans for the Department in a number of areas, but a copy 
of the Future Years Homeland Security Program for fiscal years 2012-2016 was not included in materials 
provided to the Subcommittee. Please submit this for the record. 

ANSWER: Historically, the Future Year Homeland Security Program (FYHSP) report is delivered to the 
Congress 60 to 90 days after the President's Budget. DHS plans to deliver the FY 2012-2016 FYHSP report 
later this month. 


Acquisition Mauagement 


Question: Over the past two years, you have requested tens of millions of dollars for additional acquisition 
personnel, and are requesting $24.2 million for fiscal 2012, which the Department has reported includes 
$19,926,637 for 150 additional positions, $3,729,000 for additional training, and $580,000. While you have 
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provided detail to Committee staff on what this entails, in terms of personnel numbers and positions, training, 
and systems investments, I request you provide that here for the record. 

ANSWER: The $24.2 million will fund 150 positions, which is based on a survey conducted in FY 2010 of the 
major acquisition programs and acquisition oversight offices to identify gaps in the acquisition workforce and 
represent the number of positions required to start filling the gaps to ensure successful program execution, 
including risk mitigation. Of the $24.2 million, $1 7.9 million will be provided directly to the Components for 
the purpose of hiring 135 of the 150 positions and $1.9 million will be used to hire 15 additional personnel 
within DHS headquarters. The remaining $4.3 million is for In-Resident Course Development ($2.8M); On- 
Line Course Development {$900K); and AQN Billet Coding ($580K), 

Question: In addition, I understand these requirements were based on a study of each of the Department’s 86 
major program offices and its Component Acquisition Executive organizations, which identified specific gaps. 
Please provide in narrative or quantitative form the Departmenf s current baseline capabilities to manage the 
Department’s acquisition portfolio management for these organizations, existing gaps in needed capabilities 
from that baseline, and how the additional acquisition staff, training and systems investments you are requesting 
will fill such gaps. 

ANSWER: The FY 2012 budget request includes $24.2 million to increase the Department’s acquisition 
workforce with 150 additional mid-career and senior level acquisition professionals with the goal of creating a 
professionalized acquisition workforce that is well trained, provides consistency throughout the Department, 
and knows the DHS missions. DHS continues its concerted effort to recruit this professional acquisition 
workforce with the use of direct hire authority and centralized vacancy announcements. As of December 31, 

20 1 0, these efforts have resulted in a ! 36% increase in our contracting specialists. We are also graduating the 
first 30 Acquisition Professional Career Program participants in FY 2011 who will be trained, certified 
contracting specialists and placed within the Department's nine contracting activities throughout FY 201 1. 
Additionally, we have expanded the Acquisition Professional Career Program to include additional fields in 
program management, business cost estimating, systems engineering, life cycle logistics, and information 
technology. DHS has also established new certification programs for the test and evaluation, logistics, business 
cost estimating, and acquisition financial management career fields, and will have new programs in place in 
FY12 for systems engineers and information technology specialists. 

Headquarters and Mission Support Copsolldation 


Question: Please detail the impact of scheduling changes and the incremental cost associated with proposed 
FY12 headquarters and mission support moves and changes in operation in the event no additional 
appropriations are enacted in fiscal year 2011. 

ANSWER: Significant delays caused by a lack of funding in FY 201 1 would increase St. Elizabeths project 
costs by approximately $220 million ($130 million GSA, $90 million DHS) in escalation alone plus an 
additional $69 million for loss of the integrated construction sequencing between Phase 1 USCG Headquarters 
and the Phase 2A DHS Operations Center (DOC) facility. Without full funding of the President’s FY 2012 
request, the cost and schedule impacts will be even greater. 

Staffing for DHS Departmental Management 

Question: Please list the title, job description, assigned office/agency, and location for each of the 248 position 
enhancements funded in FYll, including annualized positions and contractor conversions, above FYl 1 and 
detailed by PPA for each appropriation within Departmental Management, including: the Office of the 
Secretary and Executive Management; Office of the Under Secretary for Management; Office of the Chief 
Financial Officer; and the Office of the Chief Information Officer. 
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ANSWER: The table below lists the title, job description, assigned office/agency, and location of each of the 
248 position enhancements funded in FYl I within Departmental Management. 


PPA 

#of 

FTP 

Job Title 

Position Descnption 

BWS* 

Assigned 

Office 

Location 

OCAO- 

Salaries 

and 

Expenses 

(S&E) 

1 

Executive 

Secretariat 

Serves as a Liaison between the 
Office of the Chief 

Administrative Officer and the 
Department's 28 Components, 
coordinating Departmental 
decisions and actions, as well as 
managing the Department's 
official governmental entitles. 

Yes 

DHS/USM/ 

OCAO 

Front 

Office 

Washington, 

D.C. 

OCAO- 

S&E 


Executive 

Assistant 

Performs a variety of special 
assignments including 
assignments of confidential and 
sensitive nature involving 
complex and urgent problems and 
special projects spanning multiple 
operation areas under the 
jurisdiction of the Supervisor. 

Yes 

DHS/USM/ 

OCAO 

Front 

Office 

Washington, 

D.C. 

OCAO- 

S&E 


Administrati 
ve Officer - 
Personnel & 
Training 

Provides a variety of assignexl 
administrative policy matters and 
subjects to include planning, 
organizing, guiding, and 
controlling the program office 
administrative programs ranging 
from training the workforce to 
essential internal human resource 
processing. 

Yes 

DHS/USM/ 

OCAO 

Front 

Office 

Washington, 

D.C. 

OCAO- 

S&E 

5 

Administrative 

Specialist 

Gathers information. Identifies 
and analyzes relatively 
straightforward issues, and 
develops recommendations to 
resolve problems of effectiveness 
and efficiency of organization 
work operations. 

Yes 

DHS/USM/ 

OCAO 

Front 

Office 

Washington, 

D.C. 

OCAO- 

S&E 

1 

Management 

Analyst 

(Reports) 

Responsible for implementing, 
coordinating, and-or overseeing a 
variety of management programs 
impacting the Department. Plans 
and conducts special studies, 
personally or through team 
members, provides advice to 
managers of headquarters 
functions and field activities, and 
develops, recommends and 
evaluates policies in assigned 
areas of responsibility. 

Yes 

DHS/USM/ 

OCAO 

Front 

Office 

Washington, 

D.C. 
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PPA 

#of 

FTP 

Job Title 

Position Description 

BWS* 

Assigned 

Office 

Location 

OCAO- 

S&E 

1 

Program 
Analyst 
(Measures / 
Metrics) 

Provide executive level 
programmatic support to the 
Department of Homeland 
Security’s CAO for all matters 
related to operational process and 
performance measures within the 
purview of the Office of the CAO 
(OCAO). These areas include; 
Real Property, Design and 
Construction, Personal Property, 
Marine, Aviation, motor vehicle 
Fleet, Continuity of Operations 
Planning, Emergency 

Preparedness, Environmental 
Planning, Historic and Cultural 
Preservation, Environmental 
Management, Occupational 

Safety and Health, Energy, Mail. 
Records, Directives, Forms, 
Printing, Publications and 

Graphics, Library Services and 
Program, Planning Budgeting and 
Execution. 

Yes 

DHS/USM/ 

OCAO 

Front 

Office 

Washington, 

D.C. 

OCAO- 

S&E 


Program 

Analyst 

(Efficiency 

Reviews) 

Direct, implement, coordinate, 
and oversee a major segment of a 
department-wide mission or 
administrative program. 

Plan and conduct special studies 
or task forces. Develop and 
evaluate policies and recommend 
future program objectives and 
improvements. 

Provide technical assistance and 
support to management staff in 
matters relating to the application 
of planning systems and 
management programs. Evaluate 
the content of new or modified 
legislation for projected impact 
upon DHS programs. 

Responsible for developing, 
implementing, and monitoring 
sophisticated management 
information systems that focus on 
long and short range plans, 
policies and programs in the 
direction of goals, objectives and 

Yes 

DHS/USM/ 

OCAO 

Front 

Office 

Washington, 

D.C. 
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PPA 

#of 

FTP 

Job Title 

Position Description 

BWS* 

Assigned 

Office 

Location 




priorities. 

Plan, develop, and coordinate 
planning management through 
briefings, presentations, and 
conferences for executive 
management. Design and 
administer plannii^ and controls 
for submission of data, including 
forming the basis of budget and 
program resource requests and 
decisions. 




OCAO- 

S&E 


Financial 

Analyst 

Conduct financial management, 
resources analyses, and budget 
execution, monitoring, and 
justification activities to support 
customer requirements and 
priorities for financial resources 
for complex agency programs. 


DHS/USM/ 

OCAO 

Front 

Office 

Washington, 

D.C. 

OCAO- 

S&E 

3 

Personal 

Property 

Specialist 

Exercises broad managerial 
authority in developing and 
implementing departmental 
policies, processes, controls, and 
planning systems for personal 
property management to ensure 
corporate direction, oversight, 
and support for the department. 
Serves as the focal point in 
communicating the policies and 
objectives of lop level DHS 
officials to subordinates and other 
employees within the agency. 

Yes 

DHSAJSM/ 

OCAO/ 

ALM 

Division 

Washington, 

D.C. 

OCAO- 

S&E 

1 

Motor 

Vehicle Fleet 

Systems 

Analyst 

Liaison for the Department's 
Mobile Asset 

Program and manage, from a 
mobile assets perspective, all IT- 
related systems for which both 
the scope and effect of the work 
have Department-wide impact. 

As assigned, manage any of the 
DHS-wide programs associated 
with mobile assets by providing 
advice and consultation 
concerning those programs. 

Yes 

DHS/USM/ 

OCAO/ 

ALM 

Division 

Washington, 

D.C. 

OCAO- 

S&E 

1 

Motor 

Vehicles 

Policy & 

Process 

Analyst 

Provide expert advisory services 
to management, technical, and 
supervisory personnel in DHS, in 
other government agencies, and 
in public or private institutions 

Yes 

DHS/USM/ 

OCAO/ 

ALM 

Division 

Washington, 

D.C. 
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PPA 

#of 

FTP 

Job Title 

Position Description 

BWS* 

Assigned 

Office 

Location 




regarding nationwide mobile 
asset programs, and their 
development, acquisition, 
management, internal control, and 
systems to accurately account for 
mobile assets. 

Formulate and implement 
agency-side policies and 
procedures with national or 
international impacts, such as 
those affecting acquisition, 
maintenance, utilization, and 
disposal. 

Provide advice, guidance, and 
liaison services for complex 
issues within mobile assets 
relating to the accountability, 
maintenance, disposal and 
internal controls for mobile 
assets. 

Conduct troubleshooting on a 
diverse range of issues, projects, 
or concerns requiring an overview 
of the total DHS operations with 
respect to resolving significant, 
controversial, and/or otherwise 
highly charged situations. 

Review unanticipated asset 
utilization requests or changes 
that affect a majority of DHS. 
Perform cost benefit analyses to 
determine best alternatives. 
Conduct extensive utilization 
surveys to explore most efficient 
and cost-effective options. 

Develop acquisition strategies 
and consult with agencies on 
requirements, including the 
quantities and types of assets 
required. 




OCAO- 

S&E 


Program 

Analyst 

(Functional 

Integration) 

Responsible for implementing, 
coordinating, and-or overseeing a 
variety of management programs 
impacting the Department. Plans 
and conducts special studies, 
personally or through team 

Yes 

DHS/USM/ 

OCAO/ 

ALM 

Division 

Washington, 

D.C. 
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PPA 

#of 

FTP 

Job Title 

Position Description 

BWS* 

Assigned 

Office 

Location 




members, provides advice to 
managers of headquarters 
functions and field activities, and 
develops, recommends and 
evaluates policies in assigned 
areas of responsibility. Plans, 
conducts or participates in special 
studies on task forces, provides 
assistance to headquarters and 
field offices. Develops and 
evaluates policies in assigned 
program areas, takes or 
recommends action to achieve 
organizational objectives, and 
recommends future program 
objectives and improvements. 




OCAO- 

S&E 


Program 
Manager 
(Supervisor - 
Logistics) 

Position will serve as an analyst 
in performing a range of program 
activities requiring application of 
qualitative and quantitative 
methods for assessment of 
management processes, systems 
and mission support programs 
related to effectiveness of 
administrative services pertaining 
to the DHS rent and space, mail 
operations, and Headquarters 
transportation programs. 

Yes 

DHSAJSM/ 

OCAO/ 

ALM 

Division 

Washington, 

D.C. 

OCAO- 

S&E 

2 

General 

Engineer 

Work complexities required the 
development of alternate 
.solutions to reduce time and 
costs, versatility and innovation, 
and short cuts or compromises 
that are considered risky. 

Resolves unusual demands 
caused by extraordinary urgency, 
safety, or economic restraints in 
areas such as life science or 
measurement and instrumentation 
systems. Contributes to the 
accomplishment of agency 
programs objectives, such as 
challenging agency standards for 
implementation of 
projects/program management 
systems, operations and controls. 

Yes 

DHS/USM/ 

OCAO/ 

ALM& 

OSEP 

Divisions 

Washington, 

D.C. 
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PPA 

# of 
FTP 

Job Title 

Position Description 

BWS* 

Assigned 

Office 

Location 

OCAO- 

S&E 

3 

Program 
Analyst 
(Real Estate) 

Directs/Coordiimtes Real Estate 
Activities. Keeps installation real 
estate personnel advised of 
programs requirements. 

Determines progress of the 
program activities and imparts 
guidance assistance on referral 
problems. Reviews real estate 
correspondence, projects, studies 
and other material requiring 
concurrence or approval of higher 
headquarters for accuracy, 
completeness of technical detail 
and conforms to established 
policy. 

Yes 

DHS/USM/ 

OCAO/ 

ALM 

Division 

Washington, 

D.C. 

OCAO- 

S&E 

2 

Sr. Project 

Manager 

(Architect) 

Contractor Oversight for Design 
and Construction Projects or 
Programs; 

Initiates contact and provides 
expert technical advice and 
direction to contractor 
professionals. Serves as a senior 
technical contact. Keeps the 
Contracting Officer informed on 
progress, proposed contract 
modifications, validity of claims, 
analysis of proposals, and 
assessment of contract time 
extensions. Work complexities 
require the development of 
alternate solutions to reduce time 
and costs, versatility and 
innovation, and short cuts or 
compromises that are considered 
risky. Resolves unusual demands 
caused by extraordinary urgency, 
safely, or economic restraints in 
areas such as life science or 
measurement and instrumentation 
systems. Contributes to the 
accomplishment of agency 
program objectives, such as 
challenging agency standards for 
implementation of 
project/program management 
systems, operations, and controls. 

Yes 

DHSAJSM/ 
OCAO/ 
Office of 
Administra 
tive 

Operations 

(OAO) 

Washington, 

D.C. 
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PPA 

#of 

FTP 

Job Title 

Position Description 

BWS* 

Assigned 

Office 

Location 

OCAO - 
S&E 

3 

Management 
Analyst {HQ 
Facilities) 

Plan and conduct major projects 
and studies of DHS rent and 
space management programs to 
include, but not limited to, 
building, and facilities space 
leasing services (directive 
Government and through GSA), 
space assignments and 
scheduling, database 
establishment and maintenance, 
occupancy agreements, budget, 
financial reconciliation, usage 
cost assignments, organizational 
cost benefit analyses, spreadsheet 
analysis and required regulatory 
and/or departmental reporting 
requirements. 

Conduct detailed analyses of the 
most complex functions and work 
processes of broad administrative 
or technical rent and space 
management programs and make 
recommendations for 
improvement in the effectiveness 
and efficiency of work 
operations. 

Develop methods, organizational 
structures, and complex 
management processes in support 
of the management of DHS real 
property. 

Counsel and advise program 
managers on methods and 
procedures, management surveys, 
management reports, and control 
techniques in order to improve 
the effectiveness of existing real 
property programs and 
procedures. 

Perform the duties of Contract 
Officer’s Technical 

Representative (COTR), and the 
service delivery of administrative 
service to HQ and components. 

Yes 

DHS/USM/ 
OCAO/ 
Office of 
Administra 
live 

Operations 

(OAO) 

Washington, 

D.C. 
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PPA 

#of 

FTP 

Job Title 

Position Description 

BWS* 

Assigned 

Office 

Location 

OCAO- 

S&E 

2 

Program 

Analyst 

(Shared 

Services) 

Plans, organizes, and carries out 
analytical studies involving the 
planning, development, and 
implementation of major agency 
programs of national scope and 
impact. Participates in the 
development and documentation 
of long and short-range planning 
efforts. Reviews long and short- 
range plans, resource projections, 
priorities, justifications, etc. 

Makes recommendations on 
planning efforts that can be 
undertaken within existing 
resource levels and advises on the 
impact of efforts that require 
additional resources. 

Yes 

DHS,TiSM/ 
OCAO/ 
Office of 
Administra 
tive 

Operations 

(OAO) 

Washington, 

D.C. 

OCAO- 

S&E 

4 

Management 

Analyst 

(Facilities 

Admin 

Support) 

The primary purpose of this 
position is to provide 
management with objectively 
based information for making 
decisions on the administrative 
and programmatic aspects of 
facility administrative 
management operations including 
contractor operations. 

Yes 

DHS/USM/ 
OCAO/ 
Office of 
Administra 
tive 

Operations 

(OAO) 

Washington, 

D.C. 

OCAO- 

S&E 

2 

Interdiscipiinar 
y Architect/ 
Engineer 

Manages multiple complex 
design, construction and 
renovation projects at an average 
of eight concurrent locations 
within the greater Metropolitan 

DC area in a dynamic and fluid 
environment. Project facilities 
range in size from 10,000 square 
feet to 100.000 square feet. 

Yes 

DHS/USM/ 
OCAO/ 
Office of 
Administra 
tive 

Operations 

(OAO) 

Washington, 

D.C. 

OCAO- 

S&E 

1 

Program 
Analyst 
(Facilities 
Manager - 
Team Lead) 

Team Leader for HQ Operations 
Real Property and Rent/Space 
Management Activities: Appraise 
Working Capital Fund and 
Rent/Space Management 
operations for effectiveness, 
quality of performance and 
progress in meeting program 
objectives and identify methods 
to reduce operating costs, 
improve or simplify operations 
and institute changes to gain 
greater coordination and more 
efficient operations. 

Yes 

DHS/USM/ 
OCAO/ 
Office of 
Administra 
live 

Operations 

(OAO) 

Washington, 

D.C. 
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PPA 

#of 

FTP 

Job Title 

Position Description 

BWS* 

Assigned 

Office 

Location 




Planning: Develop broad plans 
and objectives pertaining to the 
DHS HQ Woriting Capital Fund 
and Space Management program, 
recommending changes in 
commgtnd-wide plans, objectives 
policies and relationships 

Policy Development: Develop 

DHS HQ Operations policies and 
procedures pertaining to real 
estate programs and activities 
having department-wide 
implications; develop policies for 
component organization and 
provide guidance as it pertains to 
specific projects under 
consideration. 




OCAO- 

S&E 

1 

Program 

Analyst 

(Resources) 

Plans, organizes, and carries out 
analytical studies involving the 
planning, development, and 
implementation of major agency 
programs of national scope and 
impact. Participates in the 
development and documentation 
of long-and short-range planning 
efforts. Review long-and short- 
range plans, resources 
projections, priorities, 
justifications, etc. Makes 
recommendations on planning 
efforts that can be undertaken 
within existing resource levels 
and advises on the impact of 
efforts that require additional 
resources. 

Yes 

DHS/USM/ 
OCAO/ 
Office of 
Administra 
tive 

Operations 

(OAO) 

Washington, 

D.C. 

OCAO- 

S&E 

1 

Management 
Analyst 
(Facility 
Reconstitutio 
n Specialist) 

The primary purpose of this 
position is to serve as Facility 
Reconstitution Specialist for 

OAO supporting DHS 
Headquarters. Coordinates 
closely between OAO and 
Department emergency 
management specialists to 
prepare and execute 
reconstitution plans, procedures, 
and principles when responding 
to all hazards, incidents. 

Yes 

DHS/USM/ 
OCAO/ 
Office of 
Administra 
tive 

Operations 

(OAO) 

Washington, 

D.C. 
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PPA 

#of 

FTP 

Job Title 

Position Description 

BWS* 

Assigned 

Office 

Location 




emergencies, and exercises 
ensuring continuity of critical 

DHS headquarter and CAO 
facilities and administrative 
operations. 




OCAO - 
S&E 

2 

Management 

Analyst 

(Mail 

Management 

) 

Provides expert advisory services 
to management, technical, and 
supervisory personnel in DHS, in 
other government agencies, and 
in public or private institutions 
regarding nationwide mail 
management programs. 

Yes 

DHS/USM/ 

OCAO/ 

RPM 

Washington, 

D.C. 

OCAO- 

S&E 

2 

Records 

Management 

Specialist 

Provides management with 
objectively based information for 
making decisions on the 
administrative and programmatic 
aspects of records management 
operations including contractor 
operations. 

Yes 

DHS/USM/ 

OCAO/ 

RPM 

Washington, 

D.C. 

OCAO- 

S&E 

1 

Program 

Manager 

(Records 

Management 

) 

Serves as Program Manager for 
the Records Management 

Program providing oversight and 
direction for the recordkeeping 
functions across all Federal 
agencies included in the 
Department of Homeland 

Security, including the business 
practices, resources and 
management controls of records 
and related activities. You will 
also serve as Chief Programmatic 
Advisor for all issues related to 
records management processes. 

Yes 

DHS/USM/ 

OCAO/ 

RPM 

Washington, 

D.C. 

OCAO- 

S&E 

1 

Directives 

Specialist 

Facilitate and assure timely, 
accurate responses to a wide 
range of correspondence by 
applying knowledge of 
Management programs, functions, 
and organizational relationships 
and of the concepts, principles 
and practices of administration 
and management. 

Conduct audits and reviews to 
identify ways to improve the 
correspondence program. 

Perform research, analytical, data 

Yes 

DHS/USM/ 

OCAO/ 

RPM 

Washington, 

D.C. 
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PPA 

#of 

FTP 

Job Title 

Position Description 

BWS* 

Assigned 

Office 

Location 




acquisition, data analyses, and 
issues analyses assignments. 

Review incoming correspondence 
in relation to organizational 
functions and program 
responsibilities to determine 
officials responsible for preparing 
responses and those who should 
contribute to responses, or 
provide background information 
or enclosures. 

Compile past correspondence and 
reports, and recent news items 
pertaining to subjects of 
correspondence. 

Coordinate exchanges of 
information and joint activities 
with staff members of other 
Management component 
organizations, and of agencies 
having related functions, to 
exchange and discuss information 
needed for composing 
correspondence, and for audits 
and reviews. 




OCAO- 

S&E 

3 

Environment 
al Protection 
Specialist 
(EP/HP) 

Assist in the planning, developing 
and coordinating of long range 
environmental compliance 
programs, policies, concepts and 
procedures in resolving 
envirorunental compliance 
problems. Provides specialized 
technical guidance on 
environmental compliance, on a 
consulting basis to the 
components, as needed. Assists 
the environmental program 
manager in establishing goals, 
objectives and operating plans 
required to establish or maintain 
environmental compliance. 

Yes 

DHS/USM/ 

OCAO/ 

OSEP 

Washington, 

D.C. 

OCAO- 

S&E 

i 

Industrial 

Hygienist 

Assists the Office of Safety and 
Environmental Programs in 
conceiving, developing, 
coordinating and distributing 
Departmental policies and 

Yes 

DHS/USM/ 

OCAO/ 

OSEP 

Washington, 

D.C. 




58 


PPA 

#of 

FTP 

Job Title 

Position Description 

BWS* 

Assigned 

Office 

Location 




procedures related to industrial 
hygiene, occupational health and 
safety. Reviews current and 
proposed legislation, regulations, 
standards and executive orders 
that relate to industrial hygiene, 
safety and occupational health 
aspects of DHS operations and 
recommends the Department's 
position and appropriate action. 




OCAO- 

S&E 


Program 

Analyst 

(Energy) 

Reviews, advises on, plans, 
executes, and reports on original 
or ongoing complex analyses, 
evaluations, or investigations in 
support of organizational 
programs, systems, and processes, 
including areas where definitions, 
methods, and/or data are 
incomplete, controversial, or 
uncertain, or where boundaries of 
the studies are extremely broad 
and difficult to determine in 
advance. Work may require a 
fresh approach to resolve new 
problems, such as evaluating 
changes that could result from 
proposed legislative or regulatory 
guidelines or from variations in 
demand for program services. 
Monitors and evaluates program 
performance across ail 
components and within specific 
missions requiring analysis of 
interrelated issues, such as 
effectiveness, efficiency, and 
productivity. Develops new 
methods and techniques to 
address novel or obscure 
problems for which guidelines or 
precedents are not substantially 
applicable. Documents and 
reports study results to 
management and counterparts in 
components. 

Yes 

DHS/USM/ 

OCAO/ 

OSEP 

Washington, 

D.C. 

OCAO- 

S&E 

1 

Program 

Analyst 

(EP/HP) 

Conducts periodic and 
comprehensive evaluations of 
ongoing functions to ensure that 
the organization meets its staled 
goals, and identifies areas where 

Yes 

DHS/USM/ 

OCAO/ 

OSEP 

Washington, 

D.C. 
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#of 

FTP 

Job Title 

Position Description 

BWS* 

Assigned 

Office 

Location 




operational efficiency can 
enhanced. Recommends actions 
necessary to maintain or improve 
the quality and quantity of 
operational services, such as 
introducing or refining 
automation, reorganizing 
operating units, and proposing the 
increase of organization 
resources. 

Serves as an authoritative source 
of consultation for other 
managers and program 
specialists. Serves on panels, 
committees, and working groups 
responsible for conducting 
advanced analyses. Provides 
technical data, guidelines, and 
technical reports in field of 
specialty. Defends controversial 
findings in public or high-level 
forums. Represents before public 
bodies the interests of the 
organization, program, or 
Government. Maintains contact 
svith other organizations, 
government agencies, business 
managers, managers, and 
contractors to exchange ideas and 
remain current on developments 
in area or field of responsibility. 




OCAO- 

S&E 

7 

Program 

Analyst 

(Logistics 

Specialist) 

Perform management 
assessments to address the 
material weaknesses and areas of 
risk identified for the Department 

Provide feedback and 
recommendations for changes in 
policy and internal controls to 
Departmental Management 

Consolidate oversight information 
for the Department 

No 

DHS/USM/ 

OCAO/ 

ALM 

Washington, 

D.C. 

OCHCO - 
S&E 

1 

Program 

Specialist 

Conducts data analysis and 
develops enterprise-wide 
strategies and plans related to 
recruitment and retention. Serves 
as expert advisor; identifying key 

No 

DHS/USM/ 

OCHCO 

Washington, 

D.C. 
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FTP 

Job Title 
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BWS* 

Assigned 

Office 

Location 




issues and challenges that impact 
Department-wide efforts. 

Proposes policy solutions and 
creates accountability structures 
to measure results. 




OCHCO - 
S&E 

2 

Program 

Specialist 

Develops plans, conducts 
analytical studies for developing, 
improving, and coordinating 
various OCHCO programs 

No 

DHS/USM/ 

OCHCO 

Washington, 

D.C. 

OCHCO - 
S&E 


Program 

Analyst 

Supports the Deputy CHCO by 
analyzing issues that impact the 
Department, HQ and/or OCHCO; 
propose policy solutions; track 
relevant legislation and assess 
strategic opportunities impacting 
the organization 

No 

DHS/USM/ 

OCHCO 

Washington, 

D.C. 

OCHCO - 
S&E 

2 

Program 

Analyst 

Assesses, designs, develops, 
implements, evaluates and 
manages human capital leader 
development programs 

No 

DHS/USM/ 

OCHCO 

Washington, 

D.C. 

OCHCO - 
S&E 

2 

HR 

Specialist 

Deliver a continuum of 
competency-based, leader 
development program services for 
27,000 supervisors, managers, 
and executives 

No 

DHS/USM/ 

OCHCO 

Washington, 

D.C. 

OCHCO - 
S&E 

2 

Program 

Analyst 

Develops guidance, training and 
assists with integrating major 
management processes (i.e., 
workforce, budget and 
acquisition) to determine the 
appropriate balance of federal and 
contractor staff to support the 
mission. 

No 

DHS/USM/ 

OCHCO 

Washington, 

D.C. 

OCHCO - 
HRIT 

2 

HR 

Specialist 

Functional Project Manager 
responsible for gathering and 
documenting functional 
requirements to support the 
deployment of enterprise human 
capital systems based on the 
business needs of customers 

No 

DHS/USM/ 

OCHCO 

Washington, 

D.C. 

OCHCO - 
HRIT 

2 

HR 

Specialist 

Develop processes for 
transitioning deployment and 
operational processes such as 
instituting an Internal Change 
Control process, maintaining the 
Modular Repeatable Processes 
toolkit and defining other 
program-related processes and 
standards 

No 

DHS/USM/ 

OCHCO 

Washington, 

D.C. 
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OCHCO - 
HRIT 

3 

HR 

Specialist 

Provides technical system 
architecture, infrastructure, 
system integration design, and 
application support 

No 

DHS/USM/ 

OCHCO 

Washington, 

D.C. 

OCHCO - 
S&E 

I 

HR 

Specialist 

Design and implement the 
capstone program 

No 

DHS/USM/ 

OCHCO 

Washington, 

D.C. 

OCHCO - 
S&E 


HR 

Specialist 

Design and deploy standards to 
implement a leader development 
program 

No 

DHS/USM/ 

OCHCO 

Washington, 

D.C. 

OCHCO - 
S&E 

2 

HR 

Specialist 

Identifies in leadership skills 

and designs programs to close 
specific competency gaps. 

No 

DHS/USM/ 

OCHCO 

Washington, 

D.C. 

OCHCO - 
S&E 


HR 

Specialist 

Evaluates current training 
programs and recommends 
adjustments and enhancements to 
improve effectiveness of 
programs 

No 

DHS/USM/ 

OCHCO 

Washington, 

D.C. 

OCHCO - 
S&E 

3 

Program 

Analyst 

Coordinate and disseminate 
comprehensive guidance; develop 
and distribute an automated 
analytic survey tool; provide and 
oversee training for components; 
and assist components with the 
implementation and reporting 
requirements on workforce 
balance. 

No 

DHS/USM/ 

OCHCO 

Washington, 

D.C. 

OCHCO - 
S&E 

1 

HR 

Specialist 

Develop a framework to support 
the identification of skill gaps and 
competencies for the current and 
future state 

No 

DHS/USM/ 

OCHCO 

Washington, 

D.C. 

OCHCO - 
S&E 

3 

HR 

Specialist 

Develop career paths to help 
close the gaps in skills and 
competencies to transition jobs 
across Component lines 

No 

DHS/USM/ 

OCHCO 

Washington, 

D.C. 

OCHCO - 
S&E 

1 

HR 

Specialist 

Develop and manage joint and 
enterprise rotations program 

No 

DHS/USM/ 

OCHCO 

Washington, 

D.C 

OCHCO - 
S&E 

2 

HR 

Specialist 

Support the development and 
management of joint and 
enterprise rotations program 

No 

DHS/USM/ 

OCHCO 

Washington, 

D.C. 

OCHCO - 
S&E 

1 

HR 

Specialist 

Develop and manage academic 
and outreach programs 

No 

DHS/USM/ 

OCHCO 

Washington, 

D.C. 

OCHCO - 
S&E 

2 

HR 

Specialist 

Support the development and 
management of academic and 
outreach programs 

No 

DHS/USM/ 

OCHCO 

Washington, 

D.C. 

OCHCO - 
S&E 

4 

Training 

Specialist 

Develop and deliver new training 
programs to assist in closing 
identified skill and competency 
gaps 

No 

DHS/USM/ 

OCHCO 

Washington, 

D.C. 

OCHCO - 

1 

Logistician 

Serve as a Project manager with 

No 

DHS/USM/ 

Washington, 
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Office 

Location 

HRIT 



the responsibility to assist in the 
integration of Human Capital 
Information Systems across the 
Department 


OCHCO 

D.C. 

OCHCO ~ 
HRIT 


Business 

Financial 

Manager 

Provides financial and contract 
management support, and other 
key programmatic support such as 
cost estimating, and 
justifying/managing resources for 
the project 

No 

DHS/USM/ 

OCHCO 

Washington, 

D.C. 

OCIO- 

S&E 

9 

IT Specialist 

Manage program federal 
compliance and DHS directives 
across DHS. Duties include 
technical security assessments of 
systems, forensic analysis, 
program reviews, FISMA audits, 
evaluation of security tools, audit 
tracking and record keeping. 

Yes 

DHS/USM/ 
OCIO/ 
Informatio 
n Security 
Office 

Washington, 

D.C. 

OCIO~ 

S&E 

5 

IT Specialist 

Supports management of IT 
governance and compliance, 
technical assistance and 
accessibility helpdesk services, 
training development and 
delivery, and component 
accessible systems and 
technology program guidance, in 
response to increasing demand on 
the Office of Accessible Systems 
and Technology (OAST) services. 

No 

DHS/USM/ 
OCIO/ 
Accessible 
Systems & 
Technolog 

y 

Washington, 

D.C. 

OCIO- 

S&E 

2 

Program & 

Management 

Analyst 

These positions support all the 
OCIO offices in terms of Human 
Resources . Budget and Financial 
matters. Acquisition, OIG audit 
and other administrative functions 

No 

DHS/USM/ 

OCIO/ 

OCIO 

Front 

Office 

Washington, 

D.C. 

OCIO- 

Information 

Technology 

Services 

2 

IT Specialist 

Design, test, develop, and deploy 
applications and database support 
throughout DHS headquarter 
offices. Provide application and 
data integration service. 
Coordination and 
communications with component 
data application and software 
specialist to ensure best practices 
and acceptable performance 
levels. 

Yes 

DHS/USM/ 

OCIO/ 

Enterprise 

System 

Developme 

nt 

Washington, 

D.C. 

OCIO- 

Information 

Technology 

Services 

2 

Program & 

Management 

Analyst 

Manages IT governance and 
portfolio management including 
establishing customer advocacy 
activities, acquisition models, and 

Yes 

DHS/USM/ 

OCIO/ 

Enterprise 

Business 

Washington, 

D.C. 
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#of 

FTP 
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BWS* 

Assigned 

Office 

Location 




procurement strategies. 

Implements IT Governance 
Framework across DHS, establish 
IT targets for integrated portfolio 
management, tracks perfonnance 
measures, performs IT 

Acquisition Reviews (ITAR), 
establishes IT performance goals, 
monitors and ensures IT services 
are aligned with DHS standards, 
provide Capital Planning and 
Investment Control (CPIC) 
guidance and exhibit 300 
coordination and guidance. 

Liaison with components on E- 
gov initiatives 


Manageme 

nt 


oao- 

Information 

Technology 

Services 

9 

IT Specialist 

Manages 11' governance and 
portfolio management including 
establishing customer advocacy 
activities, acquisition models, and 
procurement strategies. 

Implements IT Governance 
Framework across DHS, establish 
IT targets for integrated portfolio 
management, tracks performance 
measures, performs IT 

Acquisition Reviews (ITAR), 
establishes IT performance goals, 
monitors and ensures IT services 
are aligned with DHS standards, 
provide Capital Planning and 
Investment Control (CPIC) 
guidance and exhibit 300 
coordination and guidance. 

Liaison with components on E- 
gov initiatives 

Yes 

DHS/USM/ 

OCIO/ 

Enterprise 

Business 

Manageme 

nt 

Washington, 

D.C. 

OCPO 

2 

Systems 

Engineer 

Provide systems' engineering 
support, oversight and guidance 
to the TASC program office as it 
is one of the Department’s Major 
Acquisitions. 

No 

DHS/USM/ 

OCPO/ 

Acquisition 

Program 

Manageme 

nt Division 

(APMD) 

Washington, 

D.C. 

OCPO 

] 

Logistician 

Provide systems logistical 
support, oversight and guidance 
to the TASC program office as it 
is one of the Department’s Major 
Acquisitions. 

No 

DHS/USM/ 

OCPO/ 

Acquisition 

Program 

Manageme 

nt Division 

Washington, 

D.C. 
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Office 
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(APMD) 


OCPO 

8 

Cost 

Analysts 

The priraary responsibility and 
expertise of these positions is to 
provide rigorous Life Cycle Cost 
Estimate (LCCE) capability and 
validation in support of the 
Department’s major acquisitions 

No 

DHS/USM/ 

OCPO/ 

Acquisition 

Program 

Manageme 

nt Division 

(APMD) 

Washington, 

D.C. 

OCPO 

12 

Operations 

Research 

Analyst 

The primary responsibility and 
expertise of these 
analysts/positions is to provide 

Life Cycle Cost Estimates and 
analyses to DHS programs, 
initially to Level I programs and 
then expanding this capability to 
Level 2 as resources grow. This 
initiative is to improve the quality 
and accuracy of our program cost 
estimates in order to address 
numerous GAO and DHS IG 
reports on this subject. The 
estimates and analyses developed 
by this office will comply with 
the GAO Best Practices in this 
area, will be valid, accurate and 
well documented and will form 
the basis for the DHS annual 
budget development 

No 

DHS/USM/ 

OCPO/ 

Cost 

Analysis 

Division 

Washington, 

D.C. 

ocso 

1 

Branch Chief 

Maintain and revise the 
“Classified National Security 
Information Program for State, 
Local, Tribal and Private Sector 
Entities Implementing Directive.” 
As the program develops, 
revisions to this document will be 
necessary. 

No 

DHS/USM/ 
OCSO/ 
Policy 
Developme 
nt & 

Implement 

ation 

Branch 

Washington, 

D.C. 

ocso 

2 

Senior 

Security 

Specialist 

Develop Memorandum of 
Agreements to define program 
responsibilities. Two Agreement 
Templates will be required in FY- 
12; an agreement to transfer 
security cognizance between 
Federal Agencies and DHS; an 

No 

DHS/USM/ 
OCSO/ 
Policy 
Developme 
nt & 

Implement 

ation 

Branch 

Washington, 

D.C. 

ocso 

1 

Security 

Specialist 

agreement between SLT owned 
or operated facility where 
classified information is to be 
stored, and DHS. 

Manage and oversee the 

No 

DHS/USM/ 
OCSO/ 
Policy 
Developme 
nt & 

Washington, 

D.C. 
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execution of the Agreements 
referenced above between DHS 
and other Federal agencies. This 
activity will require direct 
coordination with every Federal 
agency that sponsors or provides 
classified information to SLTPS 
entities to facilitate effective 
program management. 

Manage and oversee the 
execution of Agreements 
referenced above between DHS 
and SLT owned or operated 
facilities where classified 
information is to be stored. 

Coordinate internally with 
applicable DHS Program Offices 
to develop Standard Operating 
Procedures (SOPs) to govern 
program management and 
operations within DHS. 

Develop draft documents and 
security checklists in preparation 
for the implementation of the 
SLTPS Security Compliance 
Review Program. 

Coordinate with Federal agencies 
that sponsor or provide SLTPS 
with access to classified 
information to develop and 
articulate the procedures and 
processes for transferring security 
profile information on 
certifications to DHS. 

Coordinate with all agencies that 
grant security clearances to 

SLTPS personnel to ensure 
agency policies are in compliance 
with E.O. requirements and that 
procedures are develop to govern 
this process. 

Confer with the SLTPS Policy 
Advisory Committee, prior to 
publication of national level 
policy documents for 


Implement 

ation 

Branch 


ocso 


Security 

Administrato 

r 

No 

DHS/USM/ 
OCSO/ 
Policy 
Developme 
nt & 

Implement 

ation 

Branch 

Washington, 

D.C. 
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safeguarding classified 
information. This would include 
the agreements listed above. 

Develop additional forms and 
other tools necessary to support 
and manage the processes and 
procedures established by the 
implementing directive. It is 
expected that the processes 
referenced above will require 
additional forms necessary for 
effective implementation. 

Conduct and ensure adequate 
representation is available to 
coordinate with the DOD, ODNI, 
OPM, ISOO and other 
departments and agencies to 
ensure that DHS OCSO is 
represented at all meetings, 
working groups, and other forums 
relevant to SLTPS security 
program implementation 




ocso 

1 

Branch Chief 

Provide appropriate 
representation with the DHS 

Office of the Chief Information 
Officer (OCIO) to coordinate the 
development and establish the 
foundation for eventual 
certification of IT systems to 
support SLTPS Program 
information technology-related 
issues. 

Provide technical assistance to the 
Field Security Coordinators 
regarding the on-going 
deployment of the Homeland 
Secure Data Network (HSDN) 
and other classified capabilities, 
e.g., Secure Video 
Teleconferencing (SVTC), Secure 
Telephone Equipment (STE), 
secure fax, etc., and to approved 
SLTPS secure facilities and 

SClFs. 

Development of a centralized 
database that supports the 

No 

DHS/USM/ 

OCSO/ 

Informatio 

n 

Technolog 
y Support 
Branch 

Washington, 

D.C. 

ocso 

1 

Supervisory 

Information 

Technology 

Specialist 

No 

DHS/USM/ 

OCSO/ 

Informatio 

n 

Technolog 
y Support 
Branch 

Washington, 

D.C. 

ocso 

1 

information 

Technology 

Specialist 

No 

DHS/USM/ 

OCSO/ 

Informatio 

n 

Technolog 
y Support 
Branch 

Washington, 

D.C. 

ocso 

1 1 Information 

No 

DHS/USM/ 

Washington, 
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Technology 

Data 

Management 

Specialist 

lifecycle of DHS peisoraiel and 
administrative security cases for 
SLTPS partners. This database 
would include capturing the data 
related to all aspects of security 
clearance processing, security 
violation tracking, secure 
document tracking. Contract 
Security Classification 
Specification (DD254) 
production, and facility physical 
security profiles. E.O. related 
processes and current DHS 
processes would need to be 
evaluated and technical solutions 
proposed for development in FY- 
13. 

Consult internally with DHS 
stake-holders and with the Office 
of Personnel Management 
(0PM), the Department of 

Defense (DOD), and the Office of 
the Director of National (ODNl) 
Intelligence, to begin to develop 
the requirements and determine 
the modifications necessary to 
leverage an existing database as a 
mechanism to document and track 
the final status of SLTPS security 
clearances. If an existing 
database cannot be modified or 
used for this purpose, engage with 
0PM, DOD, and ODNI to 
consider alternative solutions. 

Initiate the development of an 
electronic records system that will 
identify and maintain records for 
all SLTPS personnel who have 
received security training. 

Development of the Homeland 
Security Information Networic 
(HSIN) SLTPS Security Website. 
Collaborate with the Security 
Education Branch to establish a 
Learning Management System 
that includes web based security 
training for the SLTPS program. 


OCSO/ 

Informatio 

n 

Technolog 
y Support 
Branch 

D.C. 
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Job Title 

Position Description 
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Development of database 
mechanisms for the Security 
Compliance Review (SCR) 
Program to identify and track 
closure of findings or deficiencies 
noted in other pre-surveys, 
surveys, or assessments. The 
SLIPS SCR will not be 
operational until FY-13 




Exec 

Secretary 

4 

Corresponden 
ce Analyst 

Researches/gathers, develops, and 
checks the accuracy of 
information from a wide range of 
sources regarding DHS 
policy objectives. 

Yes 

DHS/OSE 

M/Executiv 

e 

Secretariat 

Washington, 

D.C. 

CIS 

Ombudsman 

5 

Immigration 
Law Analyst 

Utilizes electronic data systems to 
research individual cases and 
assist with the resolution of issues 
pending petitions and 
applications with USCIS. 

Yes 

DHS/OSE 

M/CIS 

Ombudsma 

n 

Washington, 

D.C. 

Privacy 

3 

Program 

Specialist 

Process all incoming requests for 
information and documents under 
the FOIA. Provide training to 
contractors, detailees, or other 
new FOIA processing personnel 
on DHS processes and 
procedures. 

Yes 

DHS/OSE 
M/Office 
of Privacy 

Washington, 

D.C.. 

Privacy 

2 

Administrati 
ve Specialist 

Provide a full range of 
administrative services to include 
scheduling meetings and 
appointments, arranging travel 
and training, maintaining office 
records, and coordinating 
correspondence for signature 

Yes 

DHS/OSE 
M/Office 
of Privacy 

Washington, 

D.C. 

Privacy 

1 

Assoc. Dir. 

Incident 

Inquiries 

Conduct, plan, manage, and 
coordinate complex privacy or 
politically sensitive privacy 
incident investigations related to 
the disclosure of personally 
identifiable information 

Yes 

DHS/OSE 
M/Office 
of Privacy 

Washington, 

D.C. 

Privacy 

1 

Program 

Analyst 

Identify and analyze departmental 
programs and policies on privacy. 

Yes 

DHS/OSE 
M/Office 
of Privacy 

Washington, 

D.C. 

CRCL 

1 

Program 

Specialist 

Provide advice and guidance on 
ensuring civil rights and civil 
liberties are integrated into 
essential programs with a national 
scope and impact. 

Yes 

DHS/OSE 

M/CRCL 

Washington, 

D.C. 
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CRCL 

3 

Executive 

Assistant 

Provide high-level administrative 
support by conducting research, 
preparing statistical reports, 
handling information requests, 
and performing clerical functions 
such as preparing 
correspondence, receiving 
visitors, arranging conference 
calls, and scheduling meetings. 

Yes 

DHS/OSE 

M/CRCL 

Washington, 

D.C. 

CRCL 


HQ EEO 
Specialist 

Eliminates the Department’s 
backlog of EEO Complaints, 
inherited from legacy agencies. 

Yes 

DHS/OSE 

M/CRCL 

Washington, 

D.C. 

CRCL 


Financial 

Ops 

Correspondence 

Analyst 

Researches and develops 
processes and procedures and 
administers correspondence inter- 
departmentally. 

Yes 

DHS/OSE 

M/CRCL 

Washington, 

D.C. 

CRCL 

3 

Program 

Analyst 

(Policy 

Advisors) 

Positions will establish a program 
to carry out responsibilities 
pursuant to Title Vf of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964, which 
prohibits discrimination on the 
basis of race, color, and national 
origin in programs and activities 
receiving federal financial 
assistance from the Department. 

No 

DHS/OSE 

M/CRCL 

Washington, 

D.C. 

CRCL 

2 

Investigator 

Will participate in fCE's advisory 
committee, improve ICE's site 
audits of 287(g) programs, 
conduct sole and joint 
investigations, improve data- 
based and statistical oversight, 
review policies and procedures to 
ensure respect for civil rights and 
civil liberties, and provide 
training over the section 287(g) 
and Secure Communities 
programs, which extend ICE’s 
alien removal programs into state 
and local law enforcement 
activities and jails, and present 
special complexities in 
safeguarding individual civil 
rights and civil liberties; will also 
create roundtables focusing upon 
immigration initiatives and 
programs to increase engagement 
with immigrant communities 

No 

DHS/OSE 

M/CRCL 

Washington, 

D.C. 

CRCL 

1 

Program 

Analyst 

(Training 

Specialist) 

No 

DHS/OSE 

M/CRCL 

Washington, 

D.C. 

CRCL 

1 

Program 

Analyst 

(Policy 

Advisor) 

No 

DHS/OSE 

M/CRCL 

Washington, 

D.C. 

CRCL 

1 

Statistician 

No 

DHS/OSE 

M/CRCL 

Washington, 

D.C. 

CFO - S&E 

18 

Financial 

Specialist 

Conduct financial management, 
resources analyses, and budget 

Yes 

DHS/USM/ 

OCFO 

Washington, 

D.C. 
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execution, monitoring, and 
justification activities to support 
customer requirements and 
priorities for financial resources 
for complex agency progimns. 




CFO- 

S&E 

8 

Program 

Analyst 

Responsible for implementing, 
coordinating, and-or overseeing a 
variety of management programs 
impacting the Department. Plans 
and conducts special studies, 
personally or through team 
members, provides advice to 
managers of headquarters 
functions and field activities, and 
develops, recommends and 
evaluates policies in assigned 
areas of responsibility. Develops 
and evaluates policies in assigned 
program areas, takes or 
recommends action to achieve 
organizational objectives, and 
recommends future program 
objectives and improvements. 

Yes 

DHS/USM/ 

OCFO 

Washington, 

D.C. 

CFO- 

S&E 

27 

Staff 

Accountant 

Prepare, analyze, interpret and 
present accounting data to 
leadership. Using accounting 
information to recommend 
solutions to management 
problems and structuring of 
organization programs. 

Yes 

DHS/USM/ 

OCFO 

Washington, 

D.C. 

CFO- 

S&E 

6 

Financial 

Specialist 

Provide budgetary & financial 
services for DHS Top Secret and 
Sensitive Compartmented 
Information (TS/SCI) in support 
of DHS and will protect sensitive 
data in the budget and financial 
processes and support the 
classified Management Directive. 

No 

DHS/USM/ 

OCFO- 

SAPCO 

Washington, 

D.C. 

TOTAL *• 

250 







* The BWS column heading refers to the DHS Balanced Workforce Strategy. 

** Previous QFRs requested details for 248 positions, which include decreases in positions. The decreased 
positions are not included in the table above. 


Question: Please provide the Committee with a table showing your current on-board FTE levels for each 
Departmental office within Office of the Secretary and Executive Management (OSEM) and Under Secretary 
for Management (USM), broken down by appointment type for appointees, what is anticipated for the end of 
fiscal year 201 1 and what is requested for fiscal year 2012. 

ANSWER: The table below shows the Department’s current on-board FTE levels for each HQ office. 
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j Current on-boards within OSEMAJSM Offices as of February 26, 201 1 (PP04) 

OSEM/ 

USM 

Office 

Appointment 

Type 

Appointment Type Description 

Total 

OSEM 

Assistant Secretary For 
Policy 

01 

Competitive-Career and SES Career 

95 



02 

Competitive-Career-Conditional 

61 



03 

Competitive-Term, Taper, Indefinite and 
SES-Military Term Or Emergency 

2 



06 

Excepted-Permanent and SES-Noncareer 

6 



07 

Excepted-Conditional 

27 



08 

Excepted-Indefinite and Excepted- 
Limited (More Than 1 Y ear) 

20 



09 

Excepted-Temporary and SES-Time 
Limited-Noncareer 

5 

Assistant Secretary For Policy Total: 

216 


Citizenship and 
Immigration Services 
Ombudsman 

01 

Competitive-Career and SES Career 

11 



02 

Competitive-Career-Conditional 

17 



06 

Excepted-Permanent and SES-Noncareer 

1 



07 

Excepted-Conditional 

1 



09 

Excepted-Temporary and SES-Time 
Limited-Noncareer 

4 

Citizenship and 

Immigration Services Ombudsman Total: 

34 


Executive Secretariat 

01 

Competitive-Career and SES Career 

27 



02 

Competitive-Career-Conditiona! 

22 



06 

Excepted-Permanent and SES-Noncareer 

1 



07 

Excepted-Conditional 

4 



08 

Excepted-Indefinite and Excepted-Limited 
(More Than 1 Year) 

2 

Executive Secretariat Total: 

56 


Immediate Office of the 
Deputy Secretary 

01 

Competitive-Career and SES Career 

2 



06 

Excepted-Permanent and SES-Noncareer 

1 



07 

Excepted-Conditional 

1 



08 

Excepted-Indefinite and Excepted-Limited 
(More Than i Year) 

4 

Immediate Office of the Deputy Secretary Total: 

8 


Immediate Office of the 
Secretary 

01 

Competitive-Career and SES Career 

1 



02 

Competitive-Career-Conditional 

1 



06 

Excepted-Permanent and SES-Noncareer 

3 



07 

Excepted-Conditional 

1 



08 

Excepted-Indefinite and Excepted-Limited 
(More Than 1 Year) 

3 



09 

Excepted-Temporary and SES-Time 
Limited-Noncareer 

1 

Immediate Office of the Secretary Total: 

10 


Intergovernmental 

01 

Competitive-Career and SES Career 

7 
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OSEM/ 

USM 

Office 

Appointment Type Description 

Total 


Programs 






02 

Competitive-Career-Conditional 

5 



08 

Excepted-Indefinite and Excepted-Limited 
(More Than 1 Year) 

5 



09 

Excepted-Temporary and SES-Timc 
Llmited-Noncareer 

1 

1 Intersovernmental Programs Total: 

18 


Office of Civil Rights and 
Civil Liberties 

01 

Competitive-Career and SES Career 

51 



02 

Competitive-Career-Conditional 

44 



06 

Excepted-Permanent and SES-Noncareer 

4 



09 

Excepted-Temporary and SES-Time 
Limited-Noncm’eer 

5 

Oftice of Civil Rights and Civil Liberties Total: 

104 


Office of 

Countemarcotics 

Enforcement 

01 

Competitive-Career and SES Career 

4 



02 

Competitive-Career-Conditional 

7 



06 

Excepted-Pennanent and SES-Noncareer 

1 



08 

Excepted-Indefinite and Excepted-Limited 
(More Than 1 Year) 

1 



09 

Excepted-Temporary and SES-Time 
Limited-Noncareer 

1 

Office of Counternarcotics Enforcement Total: 

14 


Office of Legislative 

Affairs 

01 

Competitive-Career and SES Career 

20 



02 

Competitive-Career-Conditional 

8 



06 

Excepted-Permanent and SES-Noneareer 

2 



08 

Excepted-Indefinite and Excepted-Limited 
(More Than 1 Year) 

5 

Office of Legislative Affairs Total: 

35 


Office of Public Affairs 

01 

Competitive-Career and SES Career 

13 



02 

Competitive-Career-Condilional 

4 



06 

Excepted-Permanent and SES-Noncareer 

1 



08 

Excepted-Indefinite and Excepted-Limited 
(More Than 1 Year) 

11 

Office of Public Affairs Total: 

29 


Office of the Chief of 

Staff 

02 

Competitive-Career-Conditional 

1 



06 

Excepted-Pennanent and SES-Noncareer 

1 



08 

Excepted-Indefinite and Excepted-Limited 
(More Than 1 Year) 

13 



09 

Excepted-Temporary and SES-Time 
Limited-Noncareer 

1 

Office of the Chief of Staff Total: 

16 

I Office of the General j 01 | Competitive-Career and SES Career 

36 
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OSEM/ 

USM 

Office 

Appointment Type Description 

Total 


Counsel 






02 

Competilive-Career-Conditional 

13 



06 

Excepted-Permanent and SES-Noncareer 

50 



07 

Excepted-Conditional 

27 



08 

Excepted-Indefinite and Excepted-Limited 
(More Than 1 Year) 

10 



09 

Excepted-Temporary and SES*Time 
Limited-Noncareer 

16 

i Office of the General Counsel Total: 

152 


Office of the Privacy 
Officer 

01 

Competitive-Career and SES Career 

22 



02 

Competitive-Career-Conditional 

22 



06 

Excepted-Permanent and SES-Noncareer 

1 



09 

Excepted-Temporary and SES-Time 
Limited-Noncareer 

1 

Office of the Privacy Officer Total: 

46 

OSEM Total: 

738 

USM 

Chief Financial Officer 

01 

Competitive-Career and SES Career 

139 



02 

Competitive-Career-Conditional 

65 



03 

Competitive-Term, Taper, Indefinite and 
SES-Miiilary Term Or Emergency 

i 



06 

Excepted-Permanent and SES-Noncareer 

4 



07 

Excepted-Conditional 

15 



08 

Excepied-Indefinile and Excepted-Limited 
(More Than 1 Year) 

1 



09 

Excepted-Temporary and SES-Time 
Limited-Noncareer 

15 

Chief Financial Officer Total: 

240 


Chief Human Capital 
Officer 

01 

Competitive-Career and SES Career 

141 



02 

Compelitive-Career-Conditional 

54 



03 

Competitive-Term. Taper, Indefinite and 
SES-Military Term Or Emergency 

3 



04 

Competitive-Temporary, Special Need and 
SES-Time Limited/Career 

1 



06 

Excepted-Permanent and SES-Noncareer 

4 



07 

Excepted-Conditional 

16 



09 

Excepted-Temporary and SES- Time 
Limited-Noncareer 

7 

Chief Human Capital Officer Total: 

226 


Chief Information Officer 

01 

Competitive-Career and SES Career 

126 



02 

Competitive-Career-Conditional 

154 



03 

Competitive-Term, Taper, Indefinite and 
SES-Military Term Or Emergency 

4 



06 

Excepted-Permanent and SES-Noncareer 

2 
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1 Current on-boards within OSEM/USM Offices as of February 26, 201 1 (PP04) 

OSEM/ 

USM 

Office 

Appointment Type Description 

Total 



07 

Excepted-Conditional 

4 



08 

Excepted-Indefinite and Excepted-Limited 
(More Than 1 Year) 

I 



09 

Excepted-Temporary and SES-Time 
Limited-Noncareer 

6 

[ Chief Information Officer Total: 

297 


Chief Procurement 

Officer 

01 

Competitive-Career and SES Career 

295 



02 

Competitive-Career-Conditional 

129 



03 

Competitive-Term, Taper, Indefinite and 
SES-Military Term Or Emergency 

2 



06 

Excepted-Permanent and SES-Non-career 

i 



07 

Excepted-Cond iti onal 

180 



09 

Excepted-Temporary and SES-Time 
Eimited-Non-career 

4 

1 Chief Procurement Officer Total: 

611 


Chief Security Officer 

01 

Competitive-Career and SES Career 

111 



02 

Competitive-Career-Conditional 

127 



06 

Excepted-Pemianent and SES Noncareer 

2 



07 

Excepted-Conditional 

5 



09 

Excepted-Temporary and SES-Time 
Limited-Noncareer 

2 

Chief Security Officer Total: 

247 


Immediate Office of the 
Undersecretary of 
Management 

01 

Competitive-Career and SES Career 

5 



02 

Competitive-Career-Conditional 

4 



06 

Excepted-Permanent and SES-Noncareer 

1 



07 

Excepted-Conditional 

1 



08 

Excepted-Indefinite and Excepted-Limited 
(More Than 1 Year) 

1 



09 

Excepted-Temporary and SES-Time 

Limited Noncareer 

3 

Immediate Office of the Undersecretary of Management Total: 

15 


Office of the Chief 
Administrative Officer 

01 

Competitive-Career and SES Career 

71 



02 

Competitive-Career-Conditionai 

35 



07 

Excepted-Conditional 

1 

Office of the Chief Administrative Officer Total: 

107 

USM Total: 

1,743 

Grand Total: 

2,481* 


*Includes reimbursable positions 


The Departmental Management and Operations (DM0) Offices anticipate having 2,366 employees on-board by 
the end of F Y 20 ! 1 . The offices within the Office of the Secretary and Executive Management (OSEM) 
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anticipate having 647 employees on-board and the Under Secretary for Management (USM) offices anticipate 
!,719. 

For FY 2012, OSEM requests 713 positions and USM offices requests 2,097 positions for a total of 2,810 DM0 
positions. The estimated positions for each Office do not include anticipated reimbursable positions for FY 
2011 or FY 2012. The budget requests for positions were calculated using the cost module based on the 
assumption that all were Competitive-Career positions. 

DHS Leadersbip/Managemcnt Position Vacancies 

Question: Please list by office and position all director-level positions and higher across DHS that are vacant 
or held by individuals in an acting capacity. 

ANSWER: The table below identifies vacant positions that are SES or equivalent and have been identified at 
the ‘Director’ level and above. The ‘Director’ designation is a subjective term and components may not apply 
the same criteria when creating the position titles. Many of these positions are now in the final stages of the 
hiring process. These vacancies include new SES positions allocated to the Department as a part of the most 
recent biennial allocation by the Office of Personnel Management (90 positions). A vigorous recruitment 
process has been used for existing and new positions. 


Component 

Subcomponent 

Position 

CBP 

Office of the Commissioner - CBP 

Director, Policy and Planning 

CBP 

Office of the Commissioner - CBP 

Joint Field Commander, Arizona 

CBP 

Office of the Commissioner - CBP 

Deputy Joint Field Commander, Arizona 

CBP 

Joint Operations Directorate - CBP 

Executive Director, Joint Operations 
Directorate 

CBP 

Office of Administration - CBP 

Executive Director, Procurement 

CBP 

Office of Administration - CBP 

Executive Director. Facilities 

Management and Engineering 

CBP 

Olfice of International Affairs - CBP 

Assistant Commissioner, International 
Affairs 

CBP 

Office of International Trade - CBP 

Deputy Assistant Commissioner, 
International Trade 

CBP 

Office of Technology Innovation & 
Acquisition - CBP 

Executive Director, Integration and 
Analysis 

CBP 

Office of Information & Technology - 
CBP 

Executive Director, Field Support 

CBP 

Office of Field Operations - CBP 

Executive Director, National Targeting 
Center 

CBP 

Office of Field Operations 

Executive Director, Planning, Program 
Analysis and Evaluation 

CBP 

Office of Field Operations - CBP 

Director, Field Operations (Miami) 

CBP 

Office of Field Operations - CBP 

Director, Field Operations (Los Angeles) 

CBP 

Office of Field Operations - CBP 

Director, Field Operations (San Juan) 

CIS 

Office of the Director - CIS 

Deputy Director, USCIS 

CIS 

Office of the Director - CIS 

Chief, Office of Public Engagement 

CIS 

Office of the Director - CIS 

Chief, Office of Performance and Quality 

CIS 

Office of Management - CIS 

Chief Financial Officer 

CIS 

Office of Management - CIS 

Chief, Intake and Document Production 

CIS 

Office of Management - CIS 

Chief. Human Capital and Training 
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Component 

Subcomponent 

Position 

CIS 

Office of General Counsel - CIS 

Chief Counsel (CIS) 

CIS 

Enterprise Services Division - CIS 

Director, National Records Center 

CIS 

Customer Service Division - CIS 

Associate Director, Customer Service 

CIS 

Service Center Operations - CIS 

Director, Service Center (Dallas, TX) 

CIS 

Office of Field Operations - CIS 

Associate Director, Field Operations 

CIS 

Office of Field Operations - CIS 

Regional Director, Southeast Region 

DNDO 

Office Transformational & Applied 
Research Directorate - DNDO 

Asst. Director, Transformational & 

Applied Research Directorate 

DNDO 

Office of Product Acquisition & 
Deployment Directorate - DNDO 

Asst. Director, Product Acquisition & 
Deployment Directorate 

DNDO 

Office of Mission Management 
Directorate - DNDO 

Asst. Director, Mission Management 
Directorate 

FEMA 

Response and Recovery - FEMA 

Deputy Assistant Administrator for 
Recovery 

FEMA 

Response and Recovery - FEMA 

Director for Long-term Recovery 

FEMA 

Response and Recovery - FEMA 

Director , Individual Assistance Division 

FEMA 

Response and Recovery - FEMA 

Director, Public Assistance Division 

FEMA 

Response and Recovery - FEMA 

Director, Operations Division 

FEMA 

Response and Recovery - FEMA 

Director, National Processing Service 
Center 

FEMA 

Protection and National Preparedness 
-FEMA 

Director, Grants Management Division 

FEMA 

Protection and National Preparedness 
-FEMA 

Director, National Integration Center 

FEMA 

Protection and National Preparedness 
- FEMA 

Superintendent, Emergency Management 
Institute (EMI) 

FEMA 

Federal Insurance & Mitigation - 
FEMA 

Asst. Administrator, Federal Insurance 
and Mitigation Administration 

FEMA 

Fire Administration, NPD - FEMA 

Assistant Administrator, U.S. Fire 
Administration (USFA) 

FLETC 

Office of Counsel - FLETC 

Chief Counsel, FLETC 

I&A 

Office of the Deputy Under Secretary 
for Analysis - lA 

Deputy Under Secretary for Analysis 

I&A 

Office of the Deputy Under Secretary 
for Analysis - lA 

Director, Border Intelligence Fusion 
Section 

I&A 

Office of the Deputy Under Secretary 
for Analysis - lA 

Director, Operations Support Division 

ICE 

Office of the Assistant Secretary - 
ICE 

Director, Federal Export Enforcement 
Coordination Center 

ICE 

Office of the Chief Financial Officer - 
ICE 

Director, Financial Management 

ICE 

Office of Policy - ICE 

Director, Office of Policy 

ICE 

Office of Enforcement & Removal 
Operations - ICE 

Executive Associate Director, 

Enforcement and Removal Operations, 
ERO 

ICE 

Office of Enforcement & Removal 
Operations - ICE 

Assistant Director for Operations, ERO 

ICE 

Office of Enforcement & Removal 
Operations - ICE 

Field Office Director, Phoenix, AZ, ERO 
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Component 

Subcomponent 

Position 

ICE 

Office of Enforcement & Removal 
Operations - ICE 

Field Office Director, Los Angeles, CA, 
ERO 

ICE 

Office of Enforcement & Removal 
Operations - ICE 

Field Office Director, New York City, 

NY, ERO 

ICE 

Office of Homeland Security 
Investigations - ICE 

Director, National Intellectual Property 
Rights Coordination Center 

ICE 

Office of Professional Responsibility 
- ICE 

Assistant Director for Investigations 

ICE 

Office of General Counsel - ICE 

Director of Enforcement and Litigation 

ICE 

Office of General Counsel - ICE 

Chief Counsel, New York, ICE 

MGMT 

Office of the Chief Financial Officer - 
MGT 

Chief Financial Officer 

MGMT 

Office of the Chief Financial Officer 
-MGT 

Director, Office of Budget 

MGMT 

Office of the Chief Procurement 
Officer - MGT 

Director, Enterprise Acquisition & 
Information Technology 

MGMT 

Office of the Chief Procurement 
Officer - MGT 

Director, Acquisition Program 

Management 

MGMT 

Office of the Chief Procurement 
Officer - MGT 

Director, Procurement Oversight 

Program 

MGMT 

Office of the Chief Procurement 
Officer - MGT 

Executive Director, Office of 

Procurement Operations 

MGMT 

Office of the Chief Human Capital 
Officer - MGT 

Executive Director, Diversity and 

Inclusion 

OHA 

Office of Assistant Secretary for 

Health Affairs 

Principal Deputy Asst. Secretary for 

Health Affairs/Deputy CMO 

OPS 

Operations Coordination & Planning 
Division - OCPD 

Director 

OPS 

Operations Coordination & Planning 
Division - OCPD 

Director, Resources Division 







OGC 

Office of the General Counsel 

Principal Deputy General Counsel 

OGC 

Office of the General Counsel 

Assistant General Counsel for 

Acquisition &. Procurement 

OGC 

Office of the General Counsel 

Associate General Counsel for 

Regulatory Affairs 

POLICY 

Immediate Office of the Assistant 
Secretary for Policy 

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Policy 

POLICY 

Immediate Office of the Assistant 
Secretary for Policy 

Executive Director for Strategy & 

Planning 

POLICY 

Immediate Office of the Assistant 
Secretary for Policy 

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Analysis 

POLICY 

Immediate Office of the Assistant 
Secretary for Policy 

Deputy Asst. Secretary for Chemical, 
Biological, Radiological, & Nuclear 

POLICY 

Assistant Secretary for State & Local 
Law Enforcement - POLICY 

Assistant Secretary for State & Local 

Law Enforcement 

POLICY 

Assistant Secretary for Policy 
Development - POLICY 

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Policy 
Development 
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Component 

Subcomponent 

Position 

POLICY 

Assistant Secretary for International 
Affairs - POLICY 

Assistant Secretary for International 

Affairs 

POLICY 

Office of Screening Coordination - 
POLICY 

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Screening 
Coordination 

NPPD 

Assistant Secretary for Infrastructure 
Protection - NPPD 

Director, Risk Management Division 

NPPD 

Assistant Secretary for Infrastructure 
Protection - NPPD 

Director, Infrastructure Security 
Compliance Division 

NPPD 

Assistant Seeretary for CS&C - 
NPPD 

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Cyber 
Security 

NPPD 

Assistant Secretary for CS&C - 
NPPD 

Deputy Assistant Secretary for 
Communications 

NPPD 

Assistant Secretary for CS&C - 
NPPD 

Director, Global Cyber Security 
Management 

NPPD 

Assistant Secretary for CS&C — 

NPPD 

Senior Advisor to the Assistant Secretary 
for Cybersecurity and Communications 

NPPD 

Assistant Secretary for CS&C - 
NPPD 

Chief Operating Officer, CS&C 

NPPD 

Assistant Secretary for CS&C - 
NPPD 

Chief Technology Officer, CS&C 

NPPD 

Assistant Secretary for CS&C - 
NPPD 

Technical Director, National Cyber 
Security Division 
(Note: This is a Scientific 
Professional/Technical (ST) position.) 

NPPD 

Federal Protective Services - NPPD 

Assistant Director of Operations (FPS) 

NPPD 

Federal Protective Services - NPPD 

Assistant Director of Field Operations - 
East 

NPPD 

Federal Protective Services - NPPD 

Assistant Director of Field Operations - 
West 

NPPD 

Federal Protective Services - NPPD 

Assistant Director of F’ield Operations - 
Central 

NPPD 

US-VISIT - NPPD 

Asst. Director, Program Integration & 
Mission Services Division, US-VISIT 
Program 

NPPD 

National Cybersecurity Center 

Chief Technology Officer 

NPPD 

National Cybersecurity Center 

Associate Director, Integration Watch 

ST 

Under Secretary for Science & 
Technology - ST 

Deputy Under Secretary for Science & 
Technology 

ST 

Administration and Support Division 
-ST 

Director, Administration and Support 
Division 

ST 

Acquisition Support & Operations 
Analysis Division - ST 

Director, Acquisition Support and 
Operations Analysis Division 

ST 

HSARPA - ST 

Director, Homeland Security Advanced 
Research Projects Agency (HSARPA) 

ST 

FISARPA, Explosives Division - ST 

Director, Explosives Division 

ST 

HSARPA, Chemical/Biological 
Defense Division - ST 

Director, Chemical/Biological Defense 
Division 

ST 

Research & Development 

Partnerships - ST 

Director, Research & Development 
Partnerships 
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Component 

Subcomponent 

Position 

ST 

Research & Development 

Partnerships - ST 

Director, Plum Island Animal Disease 
Center 

USCG 

United States Coast Guard 

Director of Assessment, Integration and 
Risk Management 

USCG 

United States Coast Guard 

Deputy, Force Readiness Command 

USSS 

Office of Government and Public 

Affairs -USSS 

Assistant Director, Government and 

Public Affairs 

TSA 

Office of Global Strategies 

Director, International Operations 

TSA 

Office of Global Strategies 

Regional Director/Diplomatic Liaison, 
Asia-Pacific 

TSA 

Office of Global Strategies 

Regional Director/Diplomatic Liaison, 
Europe 

TSA 

Office of Transportation Sector 
Network Management - TSA 

General Manager, Intermodal Security 
Support 

TSA 

Office of Security Operations - TSA 

General Manager, Office of Compliance 
Programs 

TSA 

Federal Security Directors - TSA 

Federal Security Director - Cat X (Los 
Angeles International Airport). Los 
Angeles. CA 

TSA 

Federal Security Directors - TSA 

Federal Security Director - Cat X 
(Baitimore-Washington Intemaf 1 

Airport), Baltimore, MD 


tn-sourcing / Workforce Re-balancing 

Question: From budget briefing materials, it is apparent that DHS is aggressively converting contractor 
positions to government positions. For the first-year following such a process, it might be easy to point to 
"savings" obtained by hiring junior to mid-level engineers and canceling contractor contracts which were more 
expensive than expected. However, as you are aware, the private sector can provide personnel with very 
specific expertise for a finite period of time, after which that contract can be terminated. Please explain the 
process by which you calculate the savings beyond year one after conversion and how you account for the net 
present value and extended overhead costs of maintaining permanent government workforce increases 
compared to the flexibility of being able to terminate private contractor contracts once a specific project has 
been completed. 

ANSWER: The Balanced Workforce Strategy (BWS) is designed to ensure the Department has the appropriate 
mix of federal employees and contractors to fulfill our mission in a manner that is cost-effective and ensures 
appropriate federal oversight. DHS has designed and is currently utilizing a BWS Tool, which is an automated 
survey that leads a component official through the analysis process of the Department’s contracts and mission 
needs, as a key element of our strategy to reduce expenditures on professional services contracts in order to 
more effectively and efficiently achieve our mission. 

The BWS is incorporated in the earliest stages of both the workforce and acquisition planning processes. By 
integrating the BWS into these planning processes, we will more efficiently and effectively balance our 
workforce between contractors and federal workers. Moreover, our increased focus on appropriate federal 
oversight of contracts will enable us to address possible mission risk while simultaneously ensuring the proper 
balance between the federal and contractor w’orkforces 
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Some of the results of our efforts thus far include reducing spending on professional services contracts by 1 1 
percent, or $420 million, from fiscal year 2009 to fiscal year 2010. The Department’s fiscal year 2012 budget 
request includes an additional $106 million in cuts to professional services contracts across the Department, 
demonstrating our commitment to better managing contracts and ensuring the appropriate mix of personnel. 

Bonuses 


Question: Please list all OSEM, USM, CIO and CFO SES bonuses provided in 2010 by position, office and 
amount. 

ANSWER; Please note that the same Position Title may be listed more than once if more than one individual 
held the position or if an employee received more than one bonus in C Y201 0. Please see table below: 


Component 

Position 

Bonus 

Amount 

OSEM/CRCL Subtotal: 

$1,398 

1 Deputy Officer, Equal Employment 

$1,398 

OSEM/Deputy Secretaiy Subtotal: 

$17,970 

j Executive Director, Management Program 

$17,970 

OSEM/Executive Secretary Subtotal: 

$7,797 

1 Deputy Executive Secretary 

$7,797 

OSEM/Office of General Counsel Subtotal: 

$118,651 


Associate General Counsel, Division of Operations & Enforcement* 

$6,000 


Associate General Counsel for Immigration 

$3,180 


Associate General Counsel for Immigration 

$12,500 


Associate General Counsel for Intelligence and Analysis 

$1,000 


Associate General Counsel for Intelligence and Analysis 

$13,500 


Associate General Counsel, Division of Operations & Enforcement* 



Associate General Counsel for National 



Associate General Counsel for Regulatory Affairs 



Associate General Counsel for Science 

K3HGS&1 


Deputy Associate General Counsel 

$1,530 


Deputy Associate General Counsel for General Laws 

$10,500 


Deputy Associate General Counsel for Legal Counsel 

$11,000 


Deputy General Counsel 

$17,970 

OSEM/Polic> 

Subtotal: 

$78,136 


Associate Director, Identity Management 

$13,339 


Attache to London 

$11,681 


DAS For Counterterrorism Policy 

$10,678 


Deputy Assistant Secretary for International Affairs 

$9,660 


Deputy Assistant Secretary for Plans 

$14,376 


Mexico DHS Attache 

$8,540 


Senior Director, Immigration and Border 

$9,862 

OSEM/Privacy Officer Subtotal: 

$11,075 

1 Deputy Chief Privacy Officer 

$11,075 


USM/CAO Subtotal: 

$70,577 1 
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Component 

Position 

Bonus 

Amount 


Chief, Administrative Services 

$14,376 


Deputy, Chief Administrative Services 

$16,173 


Director of Asset & Logistics Management 

$15,650 


Director, Administrative Operations 

$15,378 


Director, HQ Consolidation 

$9,000 

1 USM/CFO Subtotal: 

$108,883 


Deputy Budget Director 

$14,127 


Deputy Budget Director 

$5,000 


Deputy Director, Financial Management 

$3,500 


Deputy Director, Financial Management 

$7,550 


Deputy, Chief Financial Officer 

$16,173 


Director, Financial Management 

$15,730 


Director, Grants Policy & Oversight 

$3,500 


Director, Grants Policy & Oversight 

$8,112 


Director, Headquarters Operations 

$4,000 


Director, Headquarters Operations 

$7,628 


Director, Office of Budget 

$4,000 


Director, Program Analysis & Evaluation 

$3,500 


Director, Resource Management Transformation 

$4,000 


Director, Resource Management Transformation 

$12,063 

USM/CHCO Subtotal: 

$80,980 


Chief Learning Officer 



Deputy Chief Human Capital Officer 



Executive Director, Policy & Programs 

KiBiEll 


Executive Director, Enterprise Leader Development Programs 



Executive Director, Balanced Workforce 



Executive Director, Human Capital Business Systems 



Executive Director, Human Resource Management & Services 

$6,000 

USM/CIO Subtotal: 

$63,010 


Deputy Chief Information Officer 



Deputy Director, Information Technology 

$7,770 


Director Enterprise Business Management 

$11,079 


Director, Information Security 

$13,548 


Director, Office of Applied Technology 

$8,383 


Executive Director 

$8,346 

USM/CPO Subtotal: 

$73,122 


Deputy Chief Procurement Officer 

$14,376 


Director Office of Procurement Operations 

$12,139 


Director, Contract Operations 

$8,816 


Director, Office of Smalt & Disadvantaged Business Utilization 

$12,229 


Director, Selective Acquisition 

$8,386 


Director, Strategic Initiative, (Acquisition) 

$8,852 


Senior Counselor 

$8,324 

USM/CSO Subtotal: 

$38,870 
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Component 

Position 

Bonus 

Amount 


Chief Security Officer 

$14,376 


Chief, Counterintelligence & Investigation 

$8,321 


Deputy Chief Security Officer 

$16,173 

Grand Total: 

$670,469 


Question: Please list by office and pay grade level the number of non-SES employees who received a bonus or 
quality step increase (qsi) in 2010, the total bonus/qsi expenditures for the particular office and pay grade, and 
the total number of employees in the office and pay grade. 

ANSWER: Please see tables below, which include performance-based bonuses. Note: It is possible that 
employees who received a bonus/QSl will be counted more than once in the ‘Employees who received a 
bonus/QSr column if they moved to different DHS agencies or held multiple grades during CYIO. 


OSEM/USM Offices 

Employees on-board as of 12/31/2010 - Bonus (Awards) and QSls 
by Component and Pay Grade for CY2010 (Excluding SES/TSES) 

OSEM/ 

USM 

Office 

Grade 

On-board 


Grade 

Employees 
who received 
a bonus/QSI 

Total amount 
of bonus/QSI 

Office of the Secretary and Executive 
Management 

663 



488 

$1,943,710 


Assistant Secretary For 
Policy 


Total: 200 



Total: 134 

$554,799 



GS-05 

1 


GS-07 

4 

$5,560 



GS-07 

8 


GS-09 

14 

$22,570 



GS-09 

35 


GS-ll 

15 

$48,844 



PEW 

36 

1 



$71,765 



PBBCT 

22 


■tMM 


$66,660 



maM 

19 


■iRBEM 


$106,520 




24 

1 

Baa 

39 

$203,963 



GS-15 

51 


SL-00 

4 

$28,917 



SL-00 

4 





n 


Citizenship and 
Immigration Services 
Ombudsman 


Total: 31 

r 


Total: 24 

$97,002 



GS-04 

1 


GS-09 

6 

$22,806 



GS-07 

1 


GS-ll 

4 

$10,416 



GS-09 

8 


GS-12 

1 

$4,591 



GS-ll 

5 


GS-13 

7 

$31,839 



GS-12 

! 


GS-14 

3 

$16,170 



GS-13 

6 


GS-15 

3 

$11,181 



GS-14 

5 







GS-15 

4 






1 Executive Secretariat | I Total: 49 | | | Total: 41 | $128,027 
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OSEM/USM Offices 

Employees on-board as of 12/31/2010 — Bonus (Awards) and QSIs 
by Component and Pay Grade for CY2010 (Excluding SES/TSES) 

OSEM/ 

USM 

Office 

Grade 

On-board 


Grade 

Employees 
who received 
a bonus/QSI 

Total amount 
of bonus/QSI 



GS-04 

2 


GS-09 

5 

$9,13g 



GS-09 

9 


GS-ll 

4 

$7,054 



GS-ll 

5 


GS-12 

10 

$27,536 



GS-12 

11 


GS-13 

g 

$27,615 



GS-13 

g 


GS-14 

7 

$24,559 



GS-14 

6 


GS-15 

7 

$32,125 



GS-15 

g 







Federal Coordinator 

For Gulf Coast 
Rebuilding 





Total: 7 

$42,g46 


(No on-boards as of 
12/31/2010 due to the 
closure of the office on 
March 3 1,20 10 per 

E.O.) 




GS-07 

1 

$3,060 






GS-09 

2 

$10,712 






GS-12 

1 

$6,121 






GS-14 

1 

$7,651 






GS-15 

2 

$15,302 



Immediate Office of 
the Deputy Secretary 


Total: 4 



Total: 1 

$6,000 



GS-07 

1 


GS-13 

1 

$6,000 



GS-ll 

1 







GS-13 

1 







GS-14 

1 





i 


Immediate Office of 
the Secretary 


Total: 5 



Total: 2 

$11,000 



OS- 13 

1 


GS-13 

I 

$5,000 



OS- 14 

2 


GS-15 

1 

$6,000 



GS-15 

2 





- ^ 

__ ...... [ 


Intergovernmental 

Programs 


Total: 17 



Total: 8 

$41,g93 



GS-09 

1 


GS-12 

1 

$g,000 



GS-ll 

3 


GS-13 

5 

$22,000 



GS-12 

1 


GS-14 

1 

$2,g93 



GS-13 

7 


GS-15 

1 

$9,000 



GS-14 

3 







GS-15 

2 
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OSEM/USM Offices 

Employees on-board as of 12/31/2010 - Bonus (Awards) and QSIs 
by Component and Pay Grade for CY2010 (Excluding SES/TSES) 

OSEM/ 

USM 

office 

Grade 

On-board 

.. 


Grade 

Employees 
who received 
a bonus/QSI 

Total amount 
of bonus/QSI 




Office of Civil Rights 
and Civil Liberties 


Total; 98 



Total: 75 

$323,735 



GS-04 

1 


GS-08 

5 

$5,300 



GS-07 

5 


GS-09 

1 

$800 



GS-08 

5 


GS-11 

1 

$2,800 



GS-09 

1 


GS-13 

8 

$26,681 



GS-11 

3 


GS-14 

33 

$153,096 



GS-12 

1 


GS-15 

27 

$135,058 



GS-13 

13 







GS-14 

37 







GS-15 

32 







Office of 

Countemarcotics 

Enforcement 


Total: 12 



Total: 6 

$15,537 



GS-09 

1 


GS-11 

1 

$3,125 



GS-ll 

2 


GS-12 

1 

$3,745 



GS-12 

1 


GS-13 

3 

$6,378 



GS-13 

4 


GS-15 

1 

$2,289 



GS-15 

4 







Office of Legislative 
Affairs 


Total: 33 



Total; 27 

$66,600 



GS-07 

4 


GS-07 

4 

$8,600 



GS-08 

1 


GS-08 

1 

$500 



GS-09 

2 


GS-09 

1 

$1,500 



GS-12 

3 


GS-12 

3 

$5,900 



GS-13 

2 


GS-13 

2 

$7,700 



GS-14 

II 


GS-14 

8 

$19,500 



GS-15 

10 


GS-15 

8 

$22,900 



Office of Public Affairs 


Total: 27 



Total: 22 

$62,371 



GS-07 

2 


GS-07 

4 

$5,221 



GS-09 

5 


GS-09 

1 

$1,720 



GS-11 

2 


GS-11 

1 

$2,081 



GS-12 

1 


GS-12 

1 

$1,000 



GS-13 

3 


GS-13 

3 

$9,968 



GS-14 

5 


GS-14 

4 

$10,805 



GS-15 

9 


GS-15 

8 

$31,577 
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OSEM/USM Offices 

Employees on-board as of 12/31/2010 - Bonus (Awards) and QSIs 
by Component and Pay Grade for CY2010 (Excluding SES/TSES) 

OSEM / 
USM 

Office 

Grade 

On-board 


Grade 

Employees 
who received 
a bonus/QSI 

Total amount 
of bonus/QSI 


Office of the Chief of 
Staff 


Total; 13 



Total; 1 

$3,339 



GS-09 

6 


GS-14 

1 

$3,339 



GS-11 

2 







GS-12 

1 







GS-I3 

2 







GS-14 

2 







Office of the General 
Counsel 


Total; 136 



Total; 100 

$406,636 



GS-03 

2 


OS-04 

1 

$742 



GS-04 

1 


GS-11 

4 

$8,500 



GS-07 

1 


GS-12 

9 

$22,829 



GS-09 

1 


GS-13 

5 

$15,879 



GS-11 

11 


GS-14 

18 

$56,295 



GS-12 

15 


GS-15 

60 

$261,317 



GS-13 

5 


SL-00 

3 

$41,073 



GS-14 

26 







GS-15 

71 







SL-00 

3 







Office of the Privacy 
Officer 


Total; 38 



Total: 40 

$183,924 



GS-04 

1 


GS-09 

6 

$16,615 



GS-09 

3 


GS-11 

6 

$12,369 



GS-11 

5 


GS-12 

3 

$9,002 



GS-12 

3 


GS-13 

11 

$31,161 



GS-13 

11 


GS-14 

6 

$48,520 



GS-14 

6 


GS-15 

8 

$66,258 



GS-15 

9 






Under Secretary for Management | | Total: 1,628 | | | Total: 1,284 | $4,336,193 



Chief Financial Officer 


Total; 225 



Total; 202 

$801,259 



GS-04 

10 


GS-04 

2 

$1,300 



GS-05 

1 


GS-05 

1 

$1,494 



GS-06 

1 


GS-06 

1 

$765 



GS-07 

6 


GS-07 

7 

$6,692 



GS-09 

18 


GS-09 

18 

$38,968 



GS-11 

14 


GS-11 

12 

$32,174 



GS-12 

21 


GS-12 

22 

$42,708 
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OSEM/USM Offices 

Employees on-board as of 12/31/2010- Bonus (Awards) and QSls 
by Component and Pay Grade for CY2010 (Excluding SES/TSES) 

OSEM/ 

USM 

Office 

Grade 

On-board 


Grade 

Employees 
who received 
a bonus/QSI 

Total amount 
of bonus/QSI 



GS-13 

34 


GS-13 

29 

$94,902 



GS-14 

87 


GS-14 

79 

$365,333 



GS-15 

32 


GS-15 

30 

$202,682 



SL-00 

1 


SL-00 

1 

$14,241 



Chief Human Capital 
Officer 


Total: 211 



Total: 168 

$380,999 



GS-02 

1 


GS-04 

1 

$500 



GS-03 

2 


GS-05 

1 

$1,617 



GS-04 

5 


GS-07 

9 

$6,137 



GS-05 

2 


GS-08 

4 

$2,000 



GS-06 

1 


GS-09 

6 

$4,490 



GS-07 

13 


GS-11 

14 

$18,465 



GS-08 

4 


GS-12 

10 

$13,873 



GS-09 

11 


GS-13 

31 

$58,740 



GS-11 

16 


GS-14 

54 

$136,283 



GS-12 

10 


GS-15 

38 

$138,894 



GS-13 

36 







GS-14 

69 







GS-15 

41 


1 



1 


Chief Information 
Officer 


Total: 262 



Total: 184 

$860,799 



GS-01 

1 


GS-03 

1 

$1,357 



GS-03 

3 


GS-09 

1 

$2,065 



GS-04 

3 


GS-11 

5 

$11,194 



GS-07 

1 


GS-12 

11 

$25,841 



GS-09 

1 


GS-13 

35 

$144,666 



GS-II 

5 


GS-14 

76 

$364,374 



GS-12 

12 


GS-15 

54 

$303,951 



OS-13 

54 


SL-00 

1 

$7,352 



GS-14 

104 







GS-15 

77 







SL-00 

1 







Chief Procurement 
Officer 


lotal; 579 



Total: 457 

$1,449,801 



GS-02 

2 


GS-05 

2 

$2,183 



GS-04 

2 


GS-06 

1 

$1,865 



GS-05 

3 


GS-07 

31 

$23,645 



GS-06 

5 


GS-09 

72 

$80,065 
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OSEM/USM Offices 

Employees on-board as of 12/31/2010- Bonus (Awards) and QSIs 
by Component and Pay Grade for CY2010 (Excluding SES/TSES) 

OSEM/ 

USM 

Office 

Grade 

On-board 


Grade 

Employees 
who received 
a bonus/QSl 

Total amount 
of bonus/QSl 



GS-07 

111 


GS-11 

69 

S127,134 



GS-09 

76 


GS-12 

17 

$37,791 



GS-1! 

76 


GS-13 

30 

$87,160 



GS-12 

17 


GS-14 

68 

$247,763 



GS-1 3 

35 


GS-15 

165 

$823,492 



GS-14 

75 


SL-00 

2 

$18,702 



GS-1 5 

175 







SL-00 

2 








Chief Security Officer 


Total; 245 



Total: 189 

$557,878 



GS-04 

7 


GS-05 

12 

$20,230 



GS-05 

11 


GS-06 

2 

$1,730 



GS-06 



GS-07 

2 

$2,100 



GS-07 

4 


GS-09 

5 

$9,400 



GS-09 

10 


GS-11 

8 

$15,200 



GS-11 

11 


GS-12 

24 

$57,185 



GS-12 

31 


GS-13 

69 

$205,496 



OS- 13 

95 


GS-14 

49 

$170,008 



GS-14 

56 


GS-15 

18 

$76,528 



GS-15 

19 







Immediate Office of 
the Undersecretary of 
Management 


Total: 12 

r 


Total: 13 

$33,783 



GS-04 

1 


GS-04 

2 

$1,000 



GS-07 

1 


GS-07 

1 

$1,400 



GS-12 

1 


GS-11 

1 

$1,000 



GS-1 3 

3 


GS-12 

1 

$2,250 



GS-14 

3 


GS-13 

2 

$3,073 



GS-15 

3 


GS-14 

3 

$12,250 






GS-15 

3 

$12,810 



Office of the Chief 
Administrative Officer 


Total: 94 



Total; 71 

$251,676 



GS-06 

1 


GS-06 

1 

$1,200 



GS-09 

1 


GS-11 

1 

$3,000 



GS-11 

4 


GS-12 

4 

$15,000 



GS-12 

15 


GS-13 

21 

$67,485 



GS-13 

25 


GS-14 

21 

$64,105 



GS-14 

25 


GS-15 

22 

$98,516 



GS-15 

23 


SL-00 

1 

$2,370 
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OSEM/USM Offices 





Employees on-board as of 12/31/2010 — Bonus (Awards) and QSIs 
by Component and Pay Grade for CY20I0 (Excluding SES/TSES) 


OSEM/ 

USM 

Office 

Grade 

On-board 


Grade 

Employees 
who received 
a bonus/QSI 

Total amount 
of bonus/QSI 



Grand Totals; 


2,291 



1,772 

$6,279,903 


Question: Please provide a table showing how much is requested in the 2012 budget for bonuses for OSEM, 
USM, CIO and CFO political employees; OSEM, USM, CIO and CFO SES employees; and OSEM, USM, 
CIO, and CFO non-SES employees. 

ANSWER: The bonuses are included within the salaries and benefits object classes in the FY2012 Budget 
Request. While there is no specific amount requested for bonuses, the following table provides an estimate: 


1 FY 2012 Budget Estimate for Bonuses I 

Appropriation 

Political 

Employees 

SES Employees 

Non-SES 

Employees 

Total 

OSEM 

$0 

*221,000 

*1,440,000 

*1,661,000 

USM 

$0 

$253,000 

*1,645,000 

*1,898,000 

OCFO 

$0 

$72,000 

*471,000 

*543,000 

OCIO 

$0 

$59,000 

$381,000 

$440,000 

Grand Total 

$0 

*605,000 

$3,937,000 

$4,542,000 


Travel 


Question: Please provide a detailed justification for the fiscal year 2012 travel budgets for the Secretary, 
Deputy Secretary and the Chief of Staff as compared to the fiscal year 2010-1 1 enacted levels and discuss why 
any increases are necessary for the upcoming fiscal year. 

ANSWER: The table below provides a detailed Justification for the Secretary, Deputy Secretary and the Chief 
of State fiscal year 2010-12 travel budgets. 


Travel Budget 

Amount in (000*s) 

Office 

FY 2010 Enacted 

FY 2011 

CR 

FY 2012 
Request 

Secretary 

*2,185 

*2,185 

*2,012 

Deputy Secretary 

$749 

(*This includes $300K. reprogramming) 

$749 

*677 

Chief of Staff 

*380 

*380 

*351 


Question: Please provide a breakdown of the travel thus far taken by the Secretary, Deputy Secretary and 
Chief of Staff in Fiscal Year 2010, listing dates, destinations, purposes and costs by trip, as well as the balances 
remaining in their travel budgets for the current fiscal year. 
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ANSWER: The tables below provides the necessary breakdowTi of the travel thus far taken by the Secretary, 
Deputy Secretary and Chief of Staff in Fiscal Year 201 0, listing dates, destinations, purposes and costs by trip, 
as well as the balances remaining in their travel budgets for the current fiscal year. 


Remainina Balance in Travel Budget for FYll as of March 15. 201 1 

Office of the 

Secretary 

$964,739 

Office of the Deputy 
Secretary 

$0 (Other available funds in the Office of the Deputy Secretary’s 
budget are being used to cover urgent, mission-critical travel.) 

Chief of Staff 

$249,500 
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Misc. Travel 
Exoenses 
(Communication 

Si 

Transportation! 


$296 

$0 

$0 

$0 

1 

$271 

$774 

$0 

$252 

$1,210 

$1,478 

$833 

Vi 

SO 

$2,759 

State 

Dept. 

Fees 


o 

SO 

0$ 

SO 

so 

o 

$0 

$0 

$3,691 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

Gov’t 

Aircraft 

Cost 


$0 

O' 

$24,010 

$22,015 

$21,241 

Vi 

$24,107 

$38,021 

$67,623 

$0 

$0 

$0 

o 

Vi 

o 

Destination 



New York, NY 

Ottawa. Canada 

Brunswick. GA; 
New Orleans, 

LA 

Houma, LA; 
Mobil. AL 

New Orleans, 

LA: Mobil, AL 

New Orleans, 

LA; Aspen. CO 

Houston, TX 

Las Vegas, NV 

London, UK 

Brunswick, GA 

Colorado 

Springs, CO 

Homestead, FL 

Phoenix, AZ 

Madrid, Spain: 
Copenhagen, 
Denmark; 
London, UK; 
Brussels, 
Belgium; Abu 

Purpose of Travel 


Nigerian Minister of Aviation Babatunde Omotoba, 
Meeting with Nigerian Vice President Goodluck 
Jonathan, Meeting at Brazilian Ministry of Externa! 
Relations, Meeting at Brazilian Ministry of Defense, 
Meeting at Brazilian Ministry of Justice 

Haiti earthquake event 

Meeting with Ambassador David Jacobson, Meeting 
with Public Safety Ministers, Meeting with Canadian 
National Security Advisor, Aviation Security Meeting 

Briefings at FLETC, Meeting on Advanced ICE & 

CBP Training, Remarks at National Fusion Center 
Conference 

Trip to Gulf Coast region to oversee efforts related to 

BP Oil Spill 

Trip to Gulf Coast region to oversee efforts related to 

BP Oil Spill 

Traveled to the Gulf Coast with Secretary Napolitano 
for Deepwater Horizon Response, also attended a 
Conference 

Trip to Gulf Coast region to oversee efforts related to 

BP Oil Spill 

Remarks at the Black Hat Cyber Security Convention 

Participation in the 14"' meeting of the Joint Contact 
Group (JCG). 

Tour, Briefings, and Meetings at FLETC 

Tour, Briefings, and Meetings at NORTHCOM 

To Support the Secretary 

To Support the Secretary 

To Support the Secretary 

End Date 



o 

0 

1 

1/27/2010 

2/23/20J0 

5/20/2010 

6/18/20J0 

6/30/2010 

7/23/2010 

7/28/2010 

9/23/2010 

10/15/2009 

12/15/2009 

1/16/2010 

12/10/2010 

1 1/9/2009 

Start 

Date 


1/17/2010 

1/27/2010 

2/23/2010 



5/20/2010 

6/17/2010 

6/28/2010 

7/22/2010 

7/27/2010 

9/21/2010 

10/13/2009 

12/13/2009 

1/16/2010 

12/9/2009 

1 1/2/2009 

Traveler 



Deputy 

Secretary 

Deputy 

Secretary 

Deputy 

Secretary 

Deputy 

Secretary 

Deputy 

Secretary 

Deputy 

Secretary 

Deputy 

Secretary 

Deputy 

Secretary 

Deputy 

Secretary 

COS of 
Operations 

COS of 
Operations 

COS of 
Operations 

COS of 

Policy 

COS of 

Policy 
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Misc. Travel 
Expenses 

B 

*C 

s 

B 

B 

o 

U 

Transportation) 


$1,223 

oc 

00 

$1,623 

$397 

$1,327 

$521 

$450 

$459 

(A 

State 

Dept. 

Fees 


o 

o 

(A 

o 

(A 

o 

(/i 

o 

ee 

O 

(A 

o 

(A 

o 

(A 

O 

(A 

Gov’t 

Aircraft 

Cost 


O 

o 

o 

(A 

o 

o 

(/i 

o 

o 

o 

(A 

O 

iA 

Destination 


Dhabi, UAE; 
Ireland; 

Ramstein, 

Germany 

Toledo, Spain; 

Geneva, 

Switzerland 

Mexico City, 
Mexico 

Honolulu, HI; 
Tokyo, Japan; 
Anchorage, AK 

Boston, MA 

Varese, Rome, 
Italy, Jeddah, 
Saudi Arabia; 
Abu Dhabi, 

UAE 

New Orleans, 

LA 

Boston, MA 

Chicago, IL 

New York, NY 

Purpose of Travel 



To Support the Secretary 

To Support the Secretary 

To Support the Secretary 

To Support the Secretary 

To Support the Secretary 

To Support the Secretary 

To Support the Secretary 

To Support the Secretary 

To Support the Secretary 

End Date 



1/23/2010 

2/18/2010 

3/14/2010 

4/16/2010 

6/2/2010 

6/28/2010 

7/11/2010 

8/26/2010 

9/11/2010 

Start 

Date 


1/20/2010 

2/16/2010 

3/10/2010 

4/15/2010 

5/29/2010 

6/26/2010 

7/10/2010 

8/24/2010 

9/10/2010 

Traveler 



COS of 

Policy 

COS of 

Policy 

COS to the 
Secretary 

COS to the 
Secretary 

COS to the 
Secretary 

COS to the 
Secretary 

COS to the 
Secretary 

COS to the 
Secretary 

COS to the 
Secretary 
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Question: Please provide a table that shows all the funds expended by OSEM, USM, CIO and CFO political 
employees for travel in 2010. Include the name of each traveler, purpose of travel, location(s) visited, and total 
cost. 

ANSWER: The below table shows all of the funds expended by OSEM, USM, CIO and CFO for Political 
Employee travel during Fiscal Year 2010 as reported in the official system of record. 

There were several trips for staff members where the purpose states that members from the advance team 
advanced or accompanied either the Secretary or Deputy Secretary but there were no corresponding trips listed 
or expenditures reported for the Secretary or Deputy Secretary. In each of these cases, either the Secretary or 
Deputy Secretary traveled in a government vehicle (plane or car) whereby their trip duration did not warrant per 
diem, that trip was cancelled, portions of that trip were cancelled or the original principal made a last minute 
change. The costs associated with the Principals traveling on a government plane are addressed in another 
question. 


Traveler 

Purpose 

Destination 

Total Cost 

Albert, Brian 

Program/Site Visit 

Key West, FL 

$1,370.21 

Albert, Brian 

Program/Site Visit 

Jacksonville, FL 

$1,001.65 

Alikhan, Arif 

Conference 

Santa Ana, CA & Tampa, FL 

$2,368.73 

Alikhan, Arif 

Conference 

Los Angeles, CA & Honolulu, Hi 

$5,094.55 

Alikhan, Arif 

Meeting on Emergency 
Management Cooperation 

Ottawa, Canada 

$1,299.14 

Alikhan, Arif 

Program/Site Visit 

Paris, France & Birmingham, 
England & London, England 

$7,016.10 

Alikhan, Arif 

Conference 

Tel Aviv, Israel & Jerusalem, Israel 

$3,380.12 

Alikhan, Arif 

Program/Site Visit 

New York, NY 

$1,058.41 

Alikhan, Arif 

Speech/Preseniation 

New York, NY 

$750.04 

Alikhan, Arif 

Speech/Presentation 

San Francisco, CA & Monterey, 

CA (Canceled After Ticketing) 

$32.83 

Alikhan, Arif 

Speech/Presentation 

New York, NY 

$715.58 

Alikhan, Arif 

Program/Site Visit 

Chicago-0 Hare lap Ars, IL 

$654.78 

Alikhan. Arif 

Conference 

New Orleans, LA 

$1,413.82 

Alikhan, Arif 

Conference 

London, England 

$3,988.79 

Alikhan, Arif 

Meeting with State and Local 
Law Enforcement 

Minneapolis, MN 

$935.92 

Alikhan, Arif 

Program/Site Visit 

Las Vegas, NV & Los Angeles, CA 

$2,799.08 

Alikhan, Arif 

Speech/Presentation 

Los Angeles, CA & San Francisco, 
CA 

$775.71 

Alikhan, Arif 

Speech/Presentation 

Philadelphia, PA 

$258.25 

Alikhan, Arif 

Program/Site Visit 

New York City-All Borough, NY 

$855.22 

Alikhan, Arif 

National Preparedness 
Leadership Initiative 

Boston, MA 

$647.20 

Alikhan, Arif 

Peace and Security Summit. 

New York, NY 

$1,200.05 

Alikhan, Arif 

CRCL Roundtable and 

Meeting with Local Law 
Enforcement 

Los Angeles, CA & Santa Ana, CA 

$1,392.33 

Alikhan, Arif 

Program/Site Visit 

Detroit, MI 

$772.58 

Alikhan, Arif 

Program/Site Visit 

Colorado Springs, CO 

$1,203.15 

Alikhan, Arif 

Conference 

Amsterdam, Netherlands & Hague 

$2,234.82 
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Traveler 

Purpose 

Destination 

Total Cost 



Netherlands 


Anderson, Audrey 

Training 

Berryville, VA 

$164.17 

Anderson, Audrey 

Training 

Berryville, VA 

$164.17 

Anderson, Audrey 

Conference 

Ch^lottesville, VA 

$214.72 

Anderson, Audrey 

Conference 

Charlottesville, VA 

$345.44 

Anderson, Audrey 

Conference 

Charlottesville, VA 

$569.44 

Anderson, Audrey 

Program/Site Visit 

Phoenix, AZ 

$1,049.90 

Bernstein, Jarrod 

Accompanying the Secretary 

New York City-All Borough, NY 

$1,398.07 

Bernstein, Jarrod 

Program/Site Visit 

New York City, NY 

$413.65 

Bernstein, Jarrod 

Program/Site Visit 

Miami, FL 

$1,182.07 

Bernstein, Jarrod 

Accompanying the Secretary 

New York, NY 

$413.80 

Bernstein, Jarrod 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Miami, FL 

$1,495.48 

Bernstein, Jarrod 

Intergovernmental 

Coordination 

Hammond, LA 

$2,043.39 

Bernstein, Jarrod 

Conference 

New Orleans, LA 

$1,507.76 

Bernstein, Jarrod 

Program/Site Visit 

Gulfport, MS & New Orleans, LA 

$1,888.84 

Bernstein, Jarrod 

Accompanying the Secretary 

New York City-All Borough, NY 

$639.88 

Bernstein, Jarrod 

Conference 

New York City, NY 

$361.62 

Bernstein, Jarrod 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Chicago-0 Hare lap Ars, IL 

$533.53 

Bernstein, Jarrod 

Accompanying the Secretary 

New York City-All Borough, NY 

$553.91 

Bersin, Alan 

Program/Site Visit 

Jacksonville, FL & Miami, FL & 
Phoenix, AZ 

$2,046.65 

Bersin, Alan 

Program/Site Visit 

Buffalo, NY 

$976.56 

Bersin, Alan 

Speech/Presentation 

Mexico City, Mexico 

$1,701.08 

Bersin, Alan 

Speech/Presentation 

Houston, TX 

$1,070.61 

Bersin, Alan 

Speech/Presentation 

New York City, NY 

$473.27 

Bersin, Alan 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Mexico City, Mexico & Laredo, 

TX 

$2,891.42 

Bersin, Alan 

Program/Site Visit 

Mexico City, Mexico & Veracruz, 
Mexico & San Diego. CA 

$1,996.42 

Bersin, Alan 

Conference 

Mexico City, Mexico & Santiago, 
Chile & San Diego, CA 

$3,615.86 

Bersin. Alan 

Conference 

Colorado Springs. CO & Tucson, 

AZ 

$324.98 

Borras, Rafael 

Program/Site Visit 

Bluemont, VA 

$136.72 

Borras, Rafael 

Program/Site Visit 

Los Angeles, CA & Tucson, AZ & 
San Diego, CA 

$1,702.85 

Borras, Rafael 

Program/Site Visit 

New York City-All Borough, NY 

$1,151.52 

Borras, Rafael 

Program/Site Visit 

New York City-All Borough, NY 

$584.05 

Braun, Jacob 

Conference 

New York, NY 

$575.58 

Braun, Jacob 

Conference 

Mexico City, Mexico & Phoenix, 

AZ 

$2,219.75 

Braun, Jacob 

Canceled After Ticketing 

Monterrey, Mexico (Canceled After 
Ticketing) 

$20.06 

Braun. Jacob 

Meetings 

Brussels, Belgium & Paris, France 

$2,654.95 

Braun, Jacob 

Support to Gulf Coast Oil 

Spill Efforts 

New Orleans, LA 

$2,168.56 

Braun, Jacob 

Support to Gulf Coast Oil 

New Orleans, LA 

$2,177.69 
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Spill Efforts 



Braun, Jacob 

Support to Gulf Coast Oil 

Spill Efforts 

New Orleans, LA 

$2,198.68 

Braun, Jacob 

Support to Gulf Coast Oil 

Spill Efforts 

Mobile, AL & New Orleans, LA 

$2,008.69 

Braun, Jacob 

Support to Gulf Coast Oil 

Spill Efforts 

Charlotte, NC & Pensacola, FL & 
New Orleans, LA & Oak Ridge, 

TN 

$3,112.73 

Braun, Jacob 

Support to Gulf Coast Oil 

Spill Efforts 

New Orleans, LA 

$1,225.78 

Braun, Jacob 

Support to Gulf Coast Oil 

Spill Efforts 

New Orleans, LA 

$1,342.30 

Braun, Jacob 

Support to Gulf Coast Oil 

Spill Efforts 

New Orleans, LA 

$1,017.38 

Braun, Jacob 

Program/Site Visit 

New York, NY 

$323.75 

Breighner, Jordan 

Speech/Presentation 

Boston, MA 

$436.92 

Breighner, Jordan 

Program/Site Visit 

Seattle, We & Vancouver, Canada 

$1,150.66 

Brent, Laura 

Support to Gulf Coast Oil 

Spill Efforts 

Robert, LA 

$1,959.16 

Brent, Laura 

Program/Site Visit 

New Orleans, LA & Mobile, AL & 
Tallahassee, FL 

$1,460.77 

Brown, Mary 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Chicago, IL 

$1,484.56 

Bruggeman, Nathan 

Program/Site Visit 

El Paso, TX 

$826.50 

Bruggeman, Nathan 

Accompanying A/S Bersin 
and Taskforce Meeting 

New York City, NY 

$503.16 

Braggeman, Nathan 

Conference 

Denver, CO 

$636.65 

Bruggeman, Nathan 

Conference 

Phoenix, AZ 

$1,629.43 

Bruggeman, Nathan 

Program/Site Visit 

El Paso. TX 

$582.70 

Bruggeman, Nathan 

Program/Site Visit 

El Paso, TX 


Callahan, Mary Ellen 

Workshop 

Brussels. Belgium & Nice, France 

$988.59 

Callahan, Mary Ellen 

Conference 

Madrid, Spain & London, England 
& Brussels, Belgium 

$4,355.98 

Callahan, Mary Ellen 

Meet with Canadian 
Government Officials 

Ottawa, Canada 

$2,005.92 

Callahan, Mary Ellen 

Program/Site Visit 

Kansas City, Mo (Canceled After 
Ticketing) 

$10.03 

Callahan, Mary Ellen 

Conference 

New Orleans, LA 

$839.88 

Callahan, Mary Ellen 

Speech and Press 

Opportunities 

Brussels, Belgium & Strasbourg, 
France & Amsterdam, Netherlands 
& Hague, Netherland & Berlin, 
Germany 

$4,841.04 

Callahan, Mary Ellen 

Speech/Presentation 

New York City-All Borough, NY 

$692.18 

Callahan, Mary Ellen 

Privacy Discussions 

Warsaw, Poland & Budapest, 

Hungry & Puerto Rico & Prague, 
Czech Republic & Los Angeles, 

CA 

$4,309.92 

Callahan, Mary Ellen 

Speech/Presentation 

Brussels, Belgium 

$3,865.41 

Casey, Kinsey 

Program/Site Visit 

Mexico City, Mexico 

$2,076.55 




102 


Traveler 

Purpose 

Destination 

Total Cost 

Casey. Kinsey 

Program/Site Visit 

Madrid, Spain &, London, England 
& Abu Dhabi, UAE & Dubai, UAE 

$19,256.44 

Casey, Kinsey 

Advancing the Secretary 

Mil Bases In Kabul, Afghanistan 

$5,305,91 

Casey, Kinsey 

Advancing Deputy Secretary 

Abuja, Nigeria & Frankfurt Am 
Main, Germany 

$5,636.36 

Casey, Kinsey 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Miami, FL 

$1,727.97 

Casey, Kinsey 

Advancing the Secretary 

New York, NY 

$673.05 

Casey, Kinsey 

Advancing the Secretary 

Tokyo City, Japan 

$5,162.22 

Casey, Kinsey 

Advancing the Secretary 

Abuja, Nigeria 

$3,705.77 

Casey, Kinsey 

Advancing the Secretary 

Oklahoma City, OK 

$834.72 

Casey, Kinsey 

Advancing the Secretary 

Gulfport, MS 

$827.28 

Casey, Kinsey 

Advancing the Secretary 

Nashville, TN 

$853.02 

Casey, Kinsey 

Advancing the Secretary 

Kabul, Afghanistan & Washington 
D.C. & Ontario, Canada 

$1,120.56 

Casey, Kinsey 

Advancing the Secretary 

Jeddah, Saudi Arabia 

$88.16 

Casey, Kinsey 

Advancing the Secretary 

Jeddah, Saudi Arabia 

$6,335.62 

Casey, Kinsey 

Advancing the Secretary 

Atlantic City, NJ 

$95.11 

Casey, Kinsey 

Advancing the Secretary 

New York City-All Borough, NY 

$920.29 

Casey, Kinsey 

Advancing the Secretary 

Charleston, WV 

$1,189.80 

Casey, Kinsey 

Advancing the Secretary 

Baltimore, MD 

$22.72 

Casey, Kinsey 

Advancing the Secretary 

Los Angeles, CA & Ontario, CA 

$685.92 

Casey, Kinsey 

Advancing the Secretary 

Baltimore, MD 

$22.22 

Casey, Kinsey 

Advancing the Secretary 

Camden, ME & New York, NY 

$1,416.08 

Casey, Kinsey 

Advancing the Secretary 

Gulfport, MS 

$1,101.80 

Casey, Kinsey 

Advancing the Secretary 

Great Falls, MT 

$2,988.75 

Casey, Kinsey 

Advancing the Secretary 

Gulfport, MS 

$787.79 

Casey, Kinsey 

Advancing the Secretary 

Barcelona, Spain & Krakow, 

Poland 

$4,253.94 

Casey, Kinsey 

Advancing the Secretary 

Boston, MA 

$633.53 

Chandler, Matthew 

Operational Planning Meeting 

Austin. TX 

$1,055.20 

Chandler, Matthew 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Miami, FL 

$60.22 

Chandler, Matthew 

Accompanying CBP 

Leadership 

Tucson, AZ 

$828.78 

Chandler, Matthew 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Mexico City, Mexico 

$1,209.12 

Chandler, Matthew 

Conference 

Mexico City, Mexico 

$1,574.00 

Chandler, Matthew 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Oklahoma City, OK 

$60.22 

Chandler. Matthew 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Grand Forks, ND & Albuquerque, 
NM & Ontario, CA 

$185.95 

Chandler, Matthew 

Training 

Winchester, VA 

$110.72 

Chandler, Matthew 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Kansas City, Mo 

$52.72 

Chandler, Matthew 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Denver, CO & Albuquerque, NM 

$759.97 

Chandler, Matthew 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Laredo, TX & Albuquerque, NM & 
Denver, CO 

$540.98 

Chandler, Matthew 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Great Falls, MT & Chicago, IL 

$453.01 

Chandler, Matthew 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Dallas, TX 

$251.77 

Chuang, Theodore 

New Orleans Oil Spill 

Response 

New Orleans, LA 

$906.70 
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Chuang. Theodore 

Training 

Charlottesville, VA 

$1,274.72 

Chuang, Theodore 

Training 

Charlottesville, VA 

$1,240.32 

Contreras, January 

Speech/Presentation 

Seattle, WA 

$1,970.87 

Contreras, January 

Program/Site Visit 

New York, NY 

$359.00 

Contreras, January 

Seminars 

New York, NY 

$929.44 

Contreras, January 

Speech/Presenlation 

Chicago, IL 

$1,126.84 

Contreras, January 

Meet with Stakeholders 

New York, NY 

$379.57 

Contreras, January 

Conference 

New Orleans, LA 

$1,090.61 

Contreras, January 

Program/Site Visit 

Los Angeles, CA & San Francisco, 
CA 

$1,262.98 

Contreras, January 

Speech/Presentation 

New Orleans, LA 

$1,000.12 

Contreras, January 

Program/Site Visit 

Phoenix, AZ 

$1,620.77 

Cooper, Tarrah 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Dallas, TX 

$1,318.01 

De Vallance, Brian 

Accompanying the Secretary 

New York City- All Borough, NY 

$908.18 

De Vallance, Brian 

Conference 

Boston, MA 

$493.46 

De Vallance, Brian 

Accompanying Deputy 
Secretary 

New Orleans, LA 

$285.51 

De Vallance, Brian 

Accompanying Deputy 
Secretary 

New Orleans, LA & Aspen, CO, & 
Colorado Springs, CO 

$862.69 

De Vallance, Brian 

Accompanying Deputy 
Secretarv 

Houston, TX 

$279.28 

De Vallance, Brian 

Accompanying Deputy 
Secretary 

Las Vegas, NV 

$263.30 

De Vallance, Brian 

Accompanying Deputy 
Secretarv 

London, England 

$1,295.85 

Del Monico, Timothy 

Speech/Presentation 

Dallas. TX 

$855.23 

Del Monico, Timothy 

Support Gulf Coast Oil Spill 
Efforts 

New Orleans, LA 

$4,107.15 

Del Monico, Timothy 

Support Gulf Coast Oil Spill 
Efforts 

New Orleans, LA & Milton, FL 

$3,285.67 

Del Monico, Timothy 

Support Gulf Coast Oil Spill 
Efforts 

New Orleans, LA 

$1,739.82 

Del Monico, Timothy 

Support Gulf Coast Oil Spill 
Efforts 

New Orleans, LA 

$1,308.58 

Dietch, Sarah 

Program/Site Visit 

McAllen. TX 

$1,652.05 

Dietch, Sarah 

Support Gulf Coast Oil Spill 
Efforts 

New Orleans, LA 

$2,646.87 

Fetcher, Adam 

Advancing the Secretary 

Miami, FL 

$1,992,93 

Fetcher, Adam 

Advancing the Secretary 

Boston, MA 

$1,490.37 

Fong, Ivan 

Program/Site Visit 

Boston, MA 

$798.95 

Fong, Ivan 

Program/Site Visit 

Philadelphia, PA 

$262.89 

Fong, Ivan 

Program/Site Visit 

Boston, MA 

$1,483.28 

Fong, Ivan 

Program/Site Visit 

Colorado Springs, CO 

$859.59 

Fong, Ivan 

Conference 

Columbus, OH 

$677.15 

Fong, Ivan 

Training 

Berryviile, VA 

$79.97 

Fong, Ivan 

Training 

Bcrryville, VA 

$79.47 

Fong, Ivan 

Program/Site Visit 

Brunswick, GA & New York City- 
All Borough, NY 

$1,171.50 
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Fong, Ivan 

Program/Sile Visit 

El Paso, TX & San Antonio, TX & 
Tucson, AZ & Phoenix, AZ & 
Columbus, Oh 

$1,991.92 

Fong, Ivan 

Program/Site Visit 

E! Paso, TX & San Antonio, TX & 
Tucson, AZ & Phoenix, AZ & 
Columbus, OH 

$123.82 

Fong, Ivan 

Program/Sile Visit 

Stamford, CT & New York City- 
All Borough, NY 

$754.35 

Garrett, William 

Conference 

Tampa, FL (Canceled After 
Ticketing) 

$10.03 

Garrett, William 

Program/Site Visit 

Mexico City, Mexico & El Paso, 

TX 

$2,790.67 

Garrett, William 

Conference 

Las Vegas, NV 

$937.75 

Garrett, William 

Speech/Presentation 

Mexico City, Mexico 

$1,724.02 

Gordon, Andrew 

Program/Site Visit 

Midland, TX & Phoenix, AZ & 
Colorado Springs, CO 

$644.84 

Gordon, Andrew 

Program/Site Visit 

Midland, TX & Phoenix, AZ & 
Colorado Springs, CO 

$1,887.32 

Gordon, Andrew 

Program/Site Visit 

Phoenix, AZ 

$1,876.04 

Gordon, Andrew 

Training 

Berryville, VA 

$77.72 

Gordon, Andrew 

Program/Site Visit 

Brunswick, GA 

$1,064.55 

Gordon, Andrew 

Program/Site Visit 

El Paso, TX & San Antonio, TX & 
Phoenix, AZ 

$2,177.86 

Gordon, Andrew 

Conference 

Denver, CO 

$1,458.44 

Gordon, Andrew 

ProRranVSite Visit 

Phoenix, AZ 

$1,720.06 

Grant, Daniel 

Program/Site Visit 

Philadelphia, PA 

$262.68 

Greene. Kathryn 

Program/Sile Visit 

Hartford. CT 

$1,390.90 

Greene, Kathryn 

Program/Site Visit 

Providence, RI (Canceled After 
Ticketing) 

$10.03 

Greene, Kathryn 

Conference 

Boston, MA 

$1,231.40 

Hannah, Tracy 

Speech/Presentation 

Sait Lake City, UT 

$1,000.02 

Hannah, Tracy 

Speech/Presenlation 

New York, NY 

$328.75 

Hannah, Tracy 

Speech/Presentation 

Ord, IL 

$778.35 

Hannah, Tracy 

Speech/Presenlation 

Seattle. WA 

$1,478.96 

Hannah, Tracy 

Speech/Presentation 

Atlanta, GA 

$976.99 

Hannah, I'racy 

Speech/Presentation 

Philadelphia, PA 

$343.22 

Hannah, Tracy 

Program/Site Visit 

New York City-All Borough, NY 
(Canceled After Ticketing) 

$32.83 

Hannah, Tracy 

Speech/Presentation 

New Orleans, LA 

$1,981.36 

Harper, Daniel 

Program/Site Visit 

Bluemont, VA 

$133.72 

Hartman, Katrina 

Advance the Secretary 

New York City-All Borough, NY 

$668.24 

Hartman, Katrina 

Advancing the Secretary 

Vancouver, Canada 

$1,983.38 

Hartman, Katrina 

Advancing the Secretary 

Boston, MA 

$669,24 

Hartman, Katrina 

Advancing the Secretary 

Lansing, WV 

$510.19 

Hartman, Katrina 

Advancing the Secretary 

Montreal. Canada 

$2,924.86 

Helmrick-Biossom, 

Keliyn 

Support Gulf Coast Oil Spill 
Efforts 

Hammond, LA 

$1,597.89 

Helmrick-Biossom, 

Keliyn 

Congressional Field Hearing 
in New Orleans. 

New Orleans, LA 

$1,239.25 
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Helmrick-Blossom, 

Keliyn 

Conference 

Birmingham, AL 

$1,021.45 

Helmrick-Blossom, 

Keliyn 

Speech/Presentation 

Kansas City, MO 

$827.13 

Heyman, David 

Conference 

Ottawa, Canada 

$1,576.94 

Heyman, David 

Accompanying Deputy 
Secretary 

Amsterdam, the Netherlands & 
London, England & Tel Aviv, 

Israel & Abu Dhabi, UAE & 
Singapore & Sydney, Australia & 
Perth, Australia & Seychelles & 
Abuja, Nigeria & Brasilia, Brazil 

$4,841.59 

Heyman, David 

Conference 

New York, NY 

$429.97 

Heyman, David 

Meetings with the 

Government of Syria 

Damascus, Syria 

$6,055.64 

Heyman, David 

Conference 

Montreal, Canada 

$1,774.76 

Heyman, David 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Madrid, Spain & London, England 
& Los Angeles, CA & Colorado 
Springs, CO 

$3,844.95 

Heyman, David 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Milan, Italy & Berlin, Germany & 
Brussels, Belgium & Paris, France 

$4,937.19 

Heyman, David 

Conference 

London, England 

$3,933.29 

Heyman, David 

Meetings with the 

Government of Canada 

Ottawa, Canada 

$3,481.87 

Heyman, David 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Ottawa, Canada & Krakow, Poland, 
& Stockholm, Switzerland 

$4,408.63 

Heyman, David 

Accompanying Deputy 
Secretary 

London, England & Paris. France 

$2,879.54 

Hill, Alice 

Program/Site Visit 

Colorado Springs, CO (Canceled 
After Ticketing) 

$10.03 

Hill, Alice 

Program/Site Visit 

Brunswick, GA 

$1,475.71 

Hill, Alice 

Program/Site Visit 

Colorado Springs, CO 

$815.91 

Hill, Alice 

Other 

Los Angeles, CA 

$1,183.88 

Hill, Alice 

Program/Site Visit 

Los Angeles, CA (Canceled After 
Ticketing) 

$32.83 

Hill, Alice 

Program/Site Visit 

San Diego, CA 

$1,363.31 

Hill, Alice 

Conference 

Madrid, Spain 

$2,763.35 

Hill, Alice 

Conference 

San Francisco, CA 

$571.48 

Hill, Alice 

Conference 

Boston, MA 

$654.65 

Hill, Alice 

Program/Site Visit 

Baltimore. MD 

$85.25 

Hill, Alice 

Program/Site Visit 

Chicago, !L 

$834.56 

Hill, Alice 

Conference 

Mexico City, Mexico & Tapachula, 
Mexico (Canceled After Ticketing) 

$10.03 

Hill, Alice 

Speech/Presentation 

Colorado Springs, CO 

$205.99 

Hill, Alice 

Conference 

Fort Lauderdale, FL 

$627.65 

Hill, Alice 

Accompanying Deputy 
Secretary 

Las Vegas, NV 

$270.30 

Hill, Alice 

Program/Site Visit 

Pmdhoe Bay, AK 

$651.22 

Hill, Alice 

Conference 

Providence, RI 

$2,043.39 

Himmei, Chioe 

Conference 

Laredo, TX & El Paso, TX 

$1,393.30 
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Himmel, Chloe 

Conference 

San Diego, CA 

$858.76 

Himmel, Chloe 

Support Gulf Coast Oil Spill 
Efforts 

New Orleans, LA 

$1,430.46 

Himmel, Chloe 

Support Gulf Coast Oil Spill 

Efforts 

New Orleans, LA 

$4,229.75 

Himmel, Chloe 

Support Gulf Coast Oil Spill 
Efforts 

New Orleans, LA & Mobile, AL 

$2,123.99 

Himmel, Chloe 

Canceled after ticketing. 

Mobile, AL (Canceled After 
Ticketing) 

$42.86 

Holl Lute, Jane 

Program/Site Visit 

Mexico City, Mexico 

$387.63 

Hoil Lute, Jane 

Program/Site Visit 

New York, NY 

$751.83 

Holl Lute, Jane 

Program/Site Visit 

Amsterdam, the Netherlands & 
London, England & Tel Aviv, 

Israel & Abu Dhabi, UAE & 
Singapore & Sydney, Australia & 
Perth, Australia & Seychelles & 
Abuja, Nigeria & Brasilia, Brazil 

$5,250.29 

Holi Lute, Jane 

International Operations 

Newark, NJ 

$295.72 

Holl Lute, Jane 

Meeting at the United Nations 

New York, NY 

$692.55 

Holl Lute, Jane 

Conference 

New Orleans, LA & Aspen, CO & 
Colorado Springs, CO 

$861.35 

Holl Lute, Jane 

Support Gulf Coast Oil Spill 
Efforts 

New Orleans, LA 

$270.51 

Holl Lute, Jane 

Program/Site Visit 

Houston, TX 

$265.23 

Holl Lute, Jane 

Speech/Presentation 

Las Vegas, NV 

$239.30 

Holl Lute, Jane 

Conference 

London, England 

$1,220.72 

Houser, Jason 

Support Gulf Coast Oil Spill 
Efforts 

New Orleans, LA 

$94.75 

Houser, Jason 

Support Gulf Coast Oil Spill 
Efforts 

New Orleans, LA 

$2,635.97 

Houser, Jason 

Canceled after ticketing. 

New Orleans, LA 

$20.06 

Houser, Jason 

Support Gulf Coast Oil Spill 
Efforts 

New Orleans. LA 

$1,003.21 

Kayyem, Juliette 

Speech/Presentation 

Boston, MA 

$314.92 

Kayyem, Juliette 

Conference 

Wichita, Ks 

$449.71 

Kayyem. Juliette 

Conference 

Tampa, FL 

$892.65 

Kayyem, Juliette 

Speech/Presentation 

Detroit, Ml 

$454.15 

Kayyem, Juliette 

Speech/Presentation 

Jacksonville, FL & New York City- 
All Borough, NY 

$1,434.75 

Kayyem, Juliette 

Conference 

San Juan & Nav Res Sta, Puerto 

Rico 

$753.95 

Kayyem, Juliette 

Conference 

Seattle, We & Vancouver, Canada 

$1,320.78 

Kayyem, Juliette 

Conference 

New Orleans, LA & Boston, MA 

$1,905.65 

Kayyem, Juliette 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Washington, DC 

$378.70 

Kayyem, Juliette 

Support Gulf Coast Oil Spill 
Efforts 

Hammond, LA 

$1,012.11 

Kayyem, Juliette 

Canceled after ticketing 

New Orleans, LA (Canceled After 
Ticketing) 

$32.83 

Kayyem, Juliette 

Accompanying Deputy 

New Orleans, LA 

$644.14 
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Secretary 



Kayyem, Juliette 

Conference 

New Orleans, LA & Mobile, AL 

$1,219.97 

Kayyem, Juliette 

Conference 

Boston, MA 

$1,305.22 

Kayyem, Juliette 

Accompanying Deputy 
Secretary 

New Orleans, LA 

$770,70 

Kayyem, Juliette 

Program/Site Visit 

New Orleans, LA 

$732.70 

Kayyem, Juliette 

Conference 

San Francisco, CA 

$805.31 

Kayyem, Juliette 

Program/Site Visit 

New Orleans, LA 

$807.70 

Kayyem, Juliette 

Program/Site Visit 

New Orleans, LA 

$1,177.36 

Kayyem, Juliette 

Speech/Presentation 

Kansas City, Mo & Boston, MA 

$1,004.55 

Kelly, Lauren 

Advancing the Secretary 

Detroit, MI 

$950.23 

Kelly, Lauren 

Advancing the Secretary 

Houston, TX & Mexico City, 

Mexico 

$1,263.05 

Kelly, Lauren 

Advancing the Secretary 

Charlottesville, VA 

$328.25 

Kelly, Lauren 

Advancing the Secretary 

Milan, Italy 

$3,505.31 

Kim, Leezie 

Program/Site Visit 

Colorado Springs, CO 

$1,107.92 

Kim, Leezie 

Conference 

Charlottesville, VA 

$375.92 

Kim, Leezie 

Training 

Berryville, VA 

$87.02 

Kim, Leezie 

Training 

Berryville, VA 

$87.02 

Kim, Leezie 

Program/Site Visit 

Phoenix, AZ 

$1,713.89 

Kioloff, Noah 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Copenhagen, Denmark & Madrid, 
Spain & London, England & 
Brussels, Belgium & Abu Dhabi, 
UAE & Shannon, Ireland 

$2,759.47 

Kjoloff,Noah 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Madrid, Spain & Geneva, 
Switzerland 

$1,222,72 

Kroloff, Noah 

Accompanying the Secretary 

San Antonio, TX & Mexico City, 
Mexico 

$588.22 

Kroloff, Noah 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Tokyo City, Japan 

$1,623.43 

Kroloff. Noah 

Accompanvin* the Secretary 

Boston, MA 

$397.22 

Kroloff, Noah 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Abu Dhabi. UAE & Jeddah, Saudi 
Arabia 

$1,337.47 

Kroloff, Noah 

Accompanvina the Secretary 

Boston, MA 

$622.89 

Kroloff, Noah 

Accompanying the Secretary 

New Orleans, LA 

$856.53 

Kroloff, Noah 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Great Falls, MT & Chicago, IL 

$459.17 

Kroloff, Noah 

Accompanying the Secretary 

New York City-All Borough, NY 

$463.83 

Kuban, Sara 

Accompanying the Deputy 
Secretary Lute 

Mexico City, Mexico 

$392.55 

Kuban, Sara 

Training 

Winchester, VA 

$245.72 

Larossa, Connie 

Program/Site Visit 

El Paso, TX & Phoenix, AZ & Los 
Angeles, CA 

$1,295.36 

Martin, David 

Program/Site Visit 

Havana, Cuba 

$245.22 

Martin, David 

Conference 

Raleigh, NC 

$419.65 

Martin, David 

Program/Site Visit 

Fort Lauderdale, FL 

$936.56 

Martin, David 

Training 

Berryville, VA 

$88.02 

Martin, David 

Program/Site Visit 

Phoenix, AZ 

$1,326.78 

Mccullough, Victoria 

Support Gulf Coast Oil Spill 
Efforts 

New Orleans, LA 

$14,444,45 
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Mccullough, Victoria 

Support Gulf Coast Oil Spill 
Efforts 

New Orleans, LA 

$4,818.95 

McCullough, Victoria 

Support Gulf Coast Oil Spill 
Efforts 

New Orleans, LA 

$5,813.71 

Mccullough, Victoria 

Support Gulf Coast Oil Spill 
Efforts 

Baton Rouge, LA & Tampa, FL & 
Mobile, AL & New Orleans, LA 

$4,310.38 

Mcgaw, Bridger 

Public Service Summit 

Stockholm, Sweden 

$3,211.99 

Mcgaw, Bridger 

Speech/Presentation 

New York City-All Borough, NY 

$768.46 

Mcgaw, Bridger 

Conference and Meetings 

Seattle, WA 

$1,597.99 

Mcgaw, Bridger 

Program/Site Visit 

Los Angeles, CA 

$712.45 

Mcgaw, Bridger 

Program/Site Visit 

New York, NY 

$567.46 

Mcgaw, Bridger 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Boston, MA 

$951.01 

Mcgaw, Bridger 

Program/Site Visit 

Minneapolis, MN 

$1,227.60 

Mcgaw, Bridger 

Speech/Presentation 

Chicago, IL 

$643.15 

Mcgaw, Bridger 

Program/Site Visit 

San Francisco, CA 

$1,073.05 

Mcgaw, Bridger 

Speech/Presentation 

Emmitsburg, MD 

$140.72 

Mcgaw, Bridger 

Program/Site Visit 

Boston, MA 

$832.77 

Mcgaw, Bridger 

Conference 

New Orleans, LA 

$925.04 

Mcgaw, Bridger 

Speech/Presentation 

San Diego, CA 

$1,065.29 

Mcgaw, Bridger 

SpeechyPresentation 

Los Angeles, CA 

$1,407.37 

McNamara, Philip 

Program/Site Visit 

Jekyil Island, GA 

$895.20 

McNamara, Philip 

Program/Site Visit 

Boston, MA 

$437.68 

McNamara, Philip 

Program/Site Visit 

Tucson, AZ & Phoenix, AZ 

$939.30 

McNamara, Philip 

Speech/Presentation 

Charleston, SC 

$1,044.81 

Michaelidis, Gregory 

Accompanying the Secretary 

New York, NY 

$547.15 

Michaelidis, Gregory 


No Destination Recorded 
(Canceled After Ticketing) 

$32.83 

Michaelidis, Gregory 

Program/Site Visit 

London, England & Belfast, 

England 

$2,906.52 

Michaelidis, Gregory 

Conference 

New York City-All Borough, NY 

$692.23 

Michaelidis, Gregory 

Training 

Winchester, VA 

$52.34 

Morse, Kelli 

Advancing the Secretary 

San Jose, CA 

$1,659.79 

Morse, Kelli 

Advancing the Secretary 

London, England 

$4,440.83 

Morse, Kelli 

Advancing the Secretary 

Doha. Qatar & Kabul, Afghanistan 
& Dubai, UAE 

$6,337.18 

Morse, Kelli 

Advancing the Secretary 

Los Angeles, CA & Sydney, 
Australia & San Francisco, CA 

$3,659.52 

Morse, Kelli 

Advancing the Secretary 

Geneva, Switzerland 

$5,144.63 

Morse, Kelli 

Advancing the Secretary 

Miami, FL & Fort Lauderdale, FL 

$1,562.79 

Morse, Kelli 

Advancing the Secretary 

Vancouver, Canada 

$1,715.18 

Morse, Kelli 

Advancing the Secretary 

Mexico City, Mexico 

$3,070.65 

Morse, Kelli 

Advancing the Secretary 

Madrid, Spain 

$4,720.31 

Morse. Kelli 

Advancing the Secretary 

Grand Forks, ND 

$2,375.30 

Morse, Kelli 

Advancing the Secretary 

Pensacola, FL 

$1,317.52 

Napolitano, Janet | Official Business 

Santa Clara, CA 

$317.07 
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Napoiitano, Janet 

Official Business 

Copenhagen, Denmark & Madrid, 
Spain & London, England & 
Brussels, Belgium & Abu Dhabi, 
UAE 

$1,797.01 

Napolitano, Janet 

Official Business 

Manhattan, NY 

$1,197.26 

Napoiitano, Janet 

Official Business 

Phoenix, AZ 

$51.22 

Napolitano, Janet 

Official Business 

Miami, FL 

$60.22 

Napoiitano, Janet 

Official Business 

Geneva, Switzerland 

$1,182.62 

Napoiitano, Janet 

Official Business 

New York City, NY 

$323.05 

Napolitano, Janet 

Official Business 

Mexico City, Mexico 

$675.60 

Napolitano, Janet 

Official Business 

Vancouver, Canada & San Diego, 
CA 

$183.72 

Napolitano, Janet 

Official Business 

Tokyo City, Japan 

$855.72 

Napolitano, Janet 

Official Business 

Phoenix, AZ & Albuquerque, NM 

$722.14 

Napolitano, Janet 

Official Business 

Madrid, Spain & Abuja, Nigeria & 
Charlottesville, VA 

$1,111.29 

Napolitano, Janet 

Official Business 

Boston, MA 

$437.68 

Napolitano, Janet 

Official Business 

Albuquerque, NM 

$57.72 

Napoiitano, Janet 

Official Business 

Jeddah, Saudi Arabia & Abu 

Dhabi, UAE 

$1,171.86 

Napolitano, Janet 

Official Business 

Manhattan, NY & Philadelphia, PA 

$624.46 

Napolitano, Janet 

Official Business 

Chicago, IL 

$430.36 

Napolitano, Janet 

Official Business 

New York, NY 

$427.83 

Napolitano, Janet 

Official Business 

Dallas, TX 

$198.22 

Napolitano, Janet 

Official Business 

Montreal, Canada 

$727.58 

Neal, Jeffrey 

Program/Site Visit 

Berryville. VA 

$123.72 

Neal, Jefftey 

Training 

St. Michaels, MD 

$211.43 

Nye, Lindsey 

Conference 

Minneapolis, MN 

$1,203.71 

Nye, Lindsey 

Conference 

Los Angeles, CA 

$1,988.20 

Nye, Lindsey 

Conference 

London, England 

$3,744.33 

O’Connor, Kimberly 

Transportation to Meeting 

Miami, FL 

$40.72 

O’Connor, Kimberly 

Meeting 

Colorado Springs, CO 

$901.62 

O’Connor, Kimberly 

Program/Site Visit 

Tucson, AZ 

$987.15 

O’Connor, Kimberly 

Continuity of Operations 

Events 

Bluemont, VA 

$236.52 

O’Connor. Kimberly 

Program/Site Visit 

Grantville, PA 

$197.11 

O’Connor, Kimberly 

Program/Site Visit 

Miami, FL 8c Nassau, Bahamas & 
Key West, FL 

$3,289.49 

Olavarria, Esther 

Conference 

Indianapolis, IN (Canceled After 
Ticketing) 

$32.83 

Olavarria, Esther 

Speech/Presentation 

San Diego, CA & Tijuana, Mexico 

$1,741.87 

Olavarria, Esther 

Speech/Presentation 

New Haven, CT 

$262.72 

Olavarria, Esther 

Conference 

Dallas, TX & Mexico City, Mexico 
& Tapachula, Mexico 

$1,745.03 

Olavarria, Esther 

Program/Site Visit 

Chicago. IL 

$677.65 

Olavarria, Esther 

Roundtable Meetings 

Washington, DC 

$1,275.76 

Ortman, Christopher 

Support Gulf Coast Oil Spill 

New Orleans, LA 

$3,699.57 
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Efforts 



Pacheco, Bryan 

Working Group Meetings. 

Laredo, TX 

$1,350.90 

Pacheco, Bryan 

Conference 

Mexico City, Mexico & Veracruz, 
Mexico 

$2,519.21 

Page, Abigail 

Advance the Secretary 

Denver, CO 

$1,481.07 

Page, Abigail 

Advance the Secretary. 

New Orleans, LA 

$1,566.04 

Page, Abigail 

Advance the Secretary. 

Brussels, Belgium & Abu Dhabi, 
UAL 

$3,439.66 

Page, Abigail 

Advance the Secretary. 

New York City-All Borough, NY 

$2,629.72 

Page, Abigail 

Advance the Secretary. 

Phoenix, AZ 

$1,201.59 

Page, Abigail 

Advancing the Deputy 
Secretary 

Tel Aviv, Israel & Jerusalem, Israel 

$4,271.35 

Page, Abigail 

Advancing the Secretary 

Other, Spain & Madrid, Spain 

$3,623.96 

Page, Abigail 

Advancing the Secretary 

Houston, TX & Mexico City, 

Mexico 

$3,254.12 

Page, Abigail 

Advancing the Secretary 

Phoenix. AZ 

$1,448.86 

Page, Abigail 

Advancing the Secretary 

Shannon, Ireland 

$3,588.85 

Page, Abigail 

Advancing the Secretary 

New Orleans, LA & Hammond, LA 

$1,210.84 

Page, Abigail 

Advancing the Secretary 

Mobile, AL 

$653.35 

Page, Abigail 

Advancing the Secretary 

Abu Dhabi, UAL 

$5,147.04 

Page, Abigail 

Advancing the Secretary 

Galliano, LA 

$493.50 

Page, Abigail 

Advancing the Secretary 

Denver, CO & New Orleans, LA 

$2,513,35 

Page, Abigail 

Advancing the Secretary 

Philadelphia, PA 

$571.81 

Page, Abigail 

Advancing the Secretary 

Laredo, TX 

$1,184.15 

Page, Abigail 

Advancing the Secretary 

Appleton. WI 

$1,055.53 

Page, Abigail 

Advancing the Secretary 

New Orleans, LA 

$1,006.31 

Page, Abigail 

Advancing the Secretary 

Nashville, TN 

$1,122.40 

Page, Abigail 

Advancing the Secretary 

Great Falls, MT 

$3,013.65 

Page, Abigail 

Advancing the Secretary 

London, England 

$5,211.14 

Page, Abigail 

Advancing the Secretary 

New York City-All Borough, NY 

$1,465.68 

Parker, Jalynda 

Conference 

New Orleans, LA 

$1,738.72 

Parker, Jalvnda 

Training 

Minneapolis, MN 

$1,512.39 

Peacock, Nelson 

Program/Siie Visit 

New Orleans, LA & Key West FL 
& San Juan, Puerto Rico 

$803,42 

Peacock, Nelson 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Great Falls, MT & Chicago, IL 

$517.57 

Pressman, David 

Conference 

Mexico City, Mexico 

$435,66 

Pressman, David 

Accompanying Deputy 
Secretary 

Riyadh, Saudi Arabia 

$7,153.51 

Pressman, David 

Program/Site Visit 

Amsterdam, the Netherlands & 
London. England & Tel Aviv, 

Israel & Abu Dhabi, UAL & 
Singapore & Sydney, Australia & 
Perth, Australia & Seychelles & 
Abuja, Nigeria & Brasilia, Brazil 

$4,740.97 

Pressman, David 

Accompanying Deputy 
Secretary 

Washington, DC 

$240.32 

Pressman, David 

Conference 

New York. NY 

$1,101.64 

Ramanathan, Sue 

Cancelled trip 

Mobile, AL & New Orleans, LA 

$1,243.56 




Ill 


Traveler 

Purpose 

Destination 

Total Cost 

Rohrbaugh, Benjamin 

Conference 

New York City-All Borough, NY 

$873.21 

Rohrbaugh, Benjamin 

Conference 

Clwieston, SC 

$981.78 

Rohrbaugh, Benjamin 

Conference 

San Diego, CA 

$1,530.21 

Rohrbaugh, Benjamin 

Conference 

Houston, TX 

$1,524.90 

Saad, Fayrouz 

Conference 

New York City-All Borough, NY 

$747.61 

Saad, Fayrouz 

Conference 

Detroit, MI 

$908.95 

Saad, Fayrouz 

Roundtable Meeting/Site Visit 

Detroit, MI 

$719.40 

Sandweg, John 

Program/Site Visit 

Tucson, AZ 

$1,817.85 

Sandweg, John 

Program/Site Visit 

New Orleans, LA 

$1,657.40 

Sandweg, John 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Laredo, TX 

$729.45 

Sandweg, John 

Program/Site Visit 

Phoenix, AZ 

$1,715.65 

Sandweg, John 

Program/Site Visit 

Albuquerque, NM 

$1,074.91 

Sandweg, John 

Program/Site Visit 

D.F. Mexico, Mexico & Phoenix, 

AZ 

$1,798.02 

Sandweg, John 

Program/Site Visit 

Phnom Penh, Cambodia & 

Bangkok, Thailand & Hong Kong 

$6,502.37 

Scarborough, Tori 

Advancing the Secretary 

New York City-Ail Borough, NY 

$1,689.24 

Scarborough, Tori 

Advancing the Secretary 

Copenhagen, Denmark 

$5,216.47 

Scarborough, Tori 

Advancing the Secretary 

Jerusalem, Israel 

$4,112.75 

Scarborough, Tori 

Advancing the Dep Secretary 

Abu Dhabi, UAE 

$8,932.61 

Scarborough, Tori 

Advancing the Dep Secretary 

Ottawa, Canada 

$4,855.71 

Scarborough, Tori 

Advancing the Secretary 

San Antonio, TX 

$582.52 

Scarborough, Tori 

Advancing the Dep Secretary 

New Orleans, LA 

$988.07 

Scarborough, Tori 

Advancing the Secretary 

Brunswick. GA 

$1,458.31 

Scarborough, Tori 

Advancing the Secretary 

Providence, RI 

$753.31 

Scarborough, Tori 

Advancing the Secretary 

Boston, MA 

$1,491.01 

Schlanger, Margo 

Roundtable Discussion 

Chicago. IL 

$710.91 

Schlanger, Margo 

Program/Site Visit 

New York City-All Borough, NY 

$601.55 

Schlanger, Margo 

Conference 

Detroit, MI 

$784.15 

Schlanger, Margo 

Speech/Presentation 

Chicago, IL 

$1,775.14 

Schlanger, Margo 

Conference 

Windsor Locks, CT 

$1,235.92 

Schlanger. Margo 

Program/Site Visit 

Brunswick. GA 

$942.78 

Schlanger. Margo 

Conference 

Los Angeles, CA 

$1,087.35 

Schlanger, Margo 

Program/Site Visit 

Los Angeles. CA 

$935.95 

Schlanger, Margo 

Community Engagement 

Detroit. Ml 

$651.07 

Schlanger, Margo 

Program/Site Visit 

New York, NY 

$791.70 

Schlanger. Margo 

Program/Site Visit 

Atlanta, GA 

$913.07 

Schlanger, Margo 

Program/Site Visit 

Detroit, MI 

$534.15 

Shlossman, Amy 

Accompanying the Secretary 

New Orleans, LA & Santa Clara, 

CA & Los Angeles, CA 

$1,643.02 

Shlossman, Amy 

Accompanying the Secretary 

New York City-All Borough, NY 

$1,156.84 

Shlossman, Amy 

Program/Site Visit 

Phnom Penh, Cambodia & 

Bangkok, Thailand & Hong Kong 

$6,738.79 

Shlossman, Amy 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Madrid, Spain & Barcelona, Spain 
& Abuja, Nigeria 

$1,193.65 

Shlossman, Amy 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Houma, LA & Robert, LA 

$10.72 

Shlossman, Amy 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Biloxi, MS & Pensacola, FL 

$10.72 
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Shlossman, Amy 

Accompanying the Secretoy 

Nashville, TN 

$10.72 

Shlossman, Amy 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Mobile, AL 

$10.72 

Shlossman, Amy 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Kansas City, Mo 

$10.72 

Shlossman, Amy 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Denver, CO & New Orleans, LA 

$1,108.41 

Shlossman, Amy 

Accompanying the Secretary 

New York City-All Borough, NY 
& Philadelphia, PA 

$847.87 

Shlossman, Amy 

Accompanying the Secretary 

New York City-All Borough, NY 

$537.05 

Shlossman, Amy 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Montreal. Canada 

$728.49 

Silver, Mariko 

Conference 

San Jose, CA 

$2,708.47 

Silver, Mariko 

Conference 

Mexico, Mexico 

$377.22 

Silver, Mariko 

Conference 

Colorado Springs, CO 

$175.72 

Silver, Mariko 

Program/Site Visit 

Mexico City, Mexico 

$1,948.44 

Silver, Mariko 

Conference 

Tokyo, Japan & Beijing, China & 
Shanghai, China 

$6,952.16 

Silver, Mariko 

Program/Site Visit 

Montreal, Canada 

$630.00 

Silver, Mariko 

Accompanying Deputy 
Secretary 

Ottawa, Canada 

$556.38 

Silver, Mariko 

Program/Site Visit 

Mexico, Mexico 

$3,192.29 

Silver, Mariko 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Vancouver, Canada 

$1,607.83 

Silver, Mariko 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Narita, Japan 

$4,726.19 

Silver, Mariko 

Conference 

Incheon, Korea & Taipei, Taiwan 
& Los Angeles, CA 

$4,019.79 

Silver, Mariko 

Conference 

San Diego, CA 

$1,479.67 

Silver, Mariko 

Conference 

London, England & Amsterdam, 
Netherlands 

$3,711,88 

Silver, Mariko 

Conference 

Boston, MA 

$547.91 

Silver, Mariko 

Bilateral Meeting 

Ottawa, Canada 

$2,161.81 

Silver, Mariko 

Program/Site Visit 

Honolulu, HI & New Delhi, India 

$10,751.31 

Silver, Mariko 

Conference 

Ottawa, Canada 

$1,333.99 

Silver, Mariko 

Conference 

Montreal, Canada 

$1,992.28 

Silverthome. 

Jonathan 

Conference 

Miami, FL & Panama City, Panama 

$2,404.56 

Simmons, Caroline 

Advancing the Secretary 

Abu Dhabi, UAE 

$6,866.61 

Simmons, Caroline 

Program/Site Visit 

Frankfurt Am Main, Germany & 
Kabul, Afghanistan & Dubai, UAE 

$4,243.65 

Smith, Douglas 

Speech/Presentation 

Smi Francisco, CA 

$817.23 

Smith, Douglas 

Speech/Presentalion 

New York City-All Borough, NY 

$764.17 

Smith, Douglas 

Program/Site Visit 

Fort Lauderdale, FL 

$745.93 

Smith, Douglas 

Conference 

New York City-All Borough, NY 

$1,416.67 

Smith, Douglas 

Speech/Presentation 

Los Angeles, CA 

$1,682.84 

Smith, Douglas 

Conference 

Los Angeles, CA & Fayetteville, 

Are 

$3,151.62 

Smith, Douglas 

Conference 

Los Vegas, NV & Geneva, 
Switzerland (Canceled After 
Ticketing) 

$20.06 

Smith, Douglas 

Speech/Presentation 

Charleston, SC (Canceled After 
Ticketing) 

$10.03 

Smith, Douglas 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Vancouver, Canada & San Diego, 

$1,724.69 
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CA 


Smith, Douglas 

Program/Site Visit 

Santiago, Chile 

$1,783.59 

Smith, Douglas 

Program/Site Visit 

Ottawa, Canada & Boston, MA 

$3,913.98 

Smith, Douglas 

Conference 

Vancouver, Canada 

$1,068.17 

Smith, Douglas 

Speech/Presentation 

Berlin, Germany 

$2,226.56 

Smith, Douglas 

Speech/Presentation 

Amman, Jordan 

$3,620.66 

Smith, Douglas 

Speech/Presentation 

Chicago, IL 

$662.65 

Smith, Douglas 

Speech/Presentation 

New York City, NY 

$315.15 

Smith, Douglas 

Speech/Presentalion 

San Francisco, CA & Miami, FL & 
Santo Domingo, Dominican 

Republic & San Juan & Nav Res 

Sta, Puerto Rico & Detroit, MI 

$3,272.77 

Smith, Douglas 

Program/Site Visit 

Atlanta, GA (Canceled After 
Ticketing) 

$10.03 

Smith, Douglas 

Conference 

Singapore 

$5,952.18 

Smith, Douglas 

Speech/Presentation 

Little Rock, AR 

$960.17 

Smith, Douglas 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Montreal, Canada 

$1,465.08 

Smith, Sean 

Speech/Presentation 

New York, NY 

$117.47 

Smith, Sean 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Copenhagen, Denmark & Madrid, 
Spain & London, England & 
Brussels, Belgium & Abu Dhabi, 
UAE 

$2,972.79 

Smith, Sean 

Meetings 

Los Angeles, CA 

$931.43 

Smith, Sean 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Oakland, CA 

$462.36 

Smith, Sean 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Madrid, Spain & Geneva, 
Switzerland 

$1,311.72 

Smith, Sean 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Miami, FL 

$95.22 

Smith, Sean 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Mexico City, Mexico 

$682.05 

Smith, Sean 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Tokyo City, Japan 

$1,713.72 

Smith, Sean 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Brunswick. GA 

$35.72 

Smith, Sean 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Madrid, Spain & Abuja, Nigeria 

$1,656.17 

Smith, Sean 

Gulf Coast Oil Spill Effort 

Pensacola, FL & New Orleans, LA 

$1,473.21 

Smith, Sean 

Gulf Coast Oil Spill Effort 

New Orleans, LA 

$1,248,46 

Smith, Sean 

Accompanying the Secretary 

New Orleans, LA 

$41,93 

Smith, Sean 

Meeting 

Los Angeles, CA 

$1,915.59 

Smith, Sean 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Montreal. Canada 

$821.37 

Snyder, Nathaniel 

Conference 

Virginia Beach, VA 

$306,06 

Snyder, Nathaniel 

Conference 

New York. NY 

$995.88 

Snyder, Nathaniel 

Conference 

Minne^olis. MN 

$1,382,63 

Snyder, Nathaniel 

Conference 

Los Angeles, CA 

$1,639.12 

Snyder, Nathaniel 

Conference 

New York City-All Borough, NY 

$1,082.51 

Snyder, Nathaniel 

Conference 

London, England 

$5,006.08 

Snyder, Nathaniel 

Conference 

Ottawa, Canada 

$1,567.38 

Spires, Richard 

Program/Site Visit 

Brunswick, GA 

$837.10 

Spires, Richard 

Conference 

Williamsburg, VA 

$438.97 

Spires, Richard 

Training 

Harpers Ferry. WV 

$312.14 

Spires, Richard 

Program/Site Visit 

Brunswick, GA 

$841.71 

Spires, Richard 

Program/Sile Visit 

New Orleans, LA 

$860.93 
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Spires, Richard 

Program/Site Visit 

Los Angeles, CA & San Diego, CA 
& Tucson, AZ 

$1,778.86 

Spires, Richard 

Program/Site Visit 

Iselin, NJ 

$575.30 

Spires, Richard 

Conference 

Montreal, Canada 

$1,429.15 

Spires, Richard 

Conference 

Harpers Ferry, WV 

$352.72 

Spires, Richard 

Program/Site Visit 

Suffolk, VA 

$703.56 

Whelan, Moira 

Program/Site Visit 

New Orleans, LA 

$1,444.86 

Whelan, Moira 

Program/Site Visit 

New Orleans, LA 

$1,056.40 

Whithome, Robert 

Accompanying the Secretary 

New York City-All Borough, NY 

$2,773.89 

Whithome, Robert 

Accompanying Deputy 
Secretary 

Brasilia, Brazil 

$2,765.00 

Whithome, Robert 

Gulf Coast Oil Spill Effort 

Hammond, LA 

$3,621.96 

Wiggins, Chani 

ProgramySite Visit 

Detroit, MI 

$431.35 

Wiggins. Chani 

Program/Site Visit 

New Orleans, LA 

$63.97 

Wiggins, Chani 

Gulf Coast Oil Spill Effort 

New Orleans, LA 

$1,380.03 

Wiggins, Chani 

Program/Site Visit 

New Orleans, LA 

$1,113.69 

Williams, Grayling 

Conference 

Tampa, FL 

$756.15 

Williams, Grayling 

Meeting of the Interdiction 
Committee 

Miami, FL 

$25.72 

Williams, Grayling 

Executive-Level Dialogue 

Colorado Springs, CO 

$972.62 

Williams, Grayling 

Meeting with GOM Officials 

Mexico City, Mexico & El Paso, 

TX 

$2,800.06 

Williams, Grayling 

Speech/Presentation 

Tucson, AZ 

$1,369.90 

Williams, Grayling 

Conference 

Bluemont, VA 

$237,72 

Williams, Grayling 

Planning Session and Speech 

Mexico City, Mexico 

$1,420.72 

Williams, Grayling 

High-Level Meeting 

El Paso, TX 

$1,165.69 

Williams, Grayling 

Program/Site Visit 

San Diego, CA 

$1,633.33 

Williams, Grayling 

Conference 

Phoenix, AZ 

$2,735.30 

Williams, Grayling 

Conference 

San Diego, CA 

$1,475.97 

Williams, Grayling 

Program/Sile Visit 

San Antonio, TX & El Paso, TX & 
San Diego, CA & Tucson, AZ 

$2,599.08 

Woodka, Janet 

Program/Site Visit 

New Orleans, LA 

$866.54 

Woodka, Janet 

Program/Site Visit 

New Orleans. LA 

$1,128.83 

Woodka, Janet 

Program/Site Visit 

New Orleans, LA 

$1,358.29 

Woodka, Janet 

Program/Site Visit 

New Orleans, LA 

$1,694.03 

Woodka, Janet 

Program/Site Visit 

New Orleans, LA 

$1,563.71 

Woodka, Janet 

Program/Sitc Visit 

New Orleans, LA 

$917.74 

Woodka, Janet 

Program/Sile Visit 

New Orleans. LA 

$1,393.35 

Woodka, Janet 

Program/Site Visit 

New Orleans, LA 

$1,886.44 

Woodka, Janet 

Program/Site Visit 

New Orleans, LA 

$2,239.30 

Woodka, Janet 

Program/Site Visit 

New Orleans, LA 

$1,570.72 

Woodka, Janet 

Speech followed by Meetings 
with Local Stakeholders and 
Federal Partners 

New Orleans, LA 

$2,199.33 

Woodka, Janet 

Speech at NICRC and 

Meetings with Local 
Stakeholders 

New Orleans, LA 

$1,163.06 

Worman, Maya 

Continuity of Operations 
Exercise 

Winchester, VA 

$97.72 
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Question: For the Immediate Office of the Secretary and the Immediate Office of the Deputy Secretary, please 
identify how much funding is in the base for the costs to reimburse other government entities for the use of their 
own planes for travel by the Secretary and Deputy Secretary. Please identify the assumptions behind the dollar 
figures for fiscal year 2009, and anticipated for 2010 and 2011. 

ANSWER: The table below identifies how much funding is in the base for reimbursements to other 
government entities for the use of their planes for travel by the Secretary and Deputy Secretary. 


Base Funding for Government Aircraft Reimbursement 


FY 2009 

FY2010 

FY 201 1 * 

Secretary 

$985,000 

$2,031,000 

$1,110,000 

Deputy Secretary 

$155,000 

$665,000 

$608,000 


* Denotes obligated amount as of 3/15/201 1 


The FY 2009 and FY 2010 base funding for Immediate Office of the Secretary and Immediate Office of the 
Deputy Secretary reflects actual costs for reimbursement of government aircraft usage. 

The Immediate Office of the Secretary currently has $2, 1 85,000 in the base for travel in FY 20 U , which 
represents the following: 

Funds that have been obligated as of 3/15/201 1 to reimburse other government entities for the use of aircraft - 

$ 1 , 110 , 000 . 

The relative amount of funds spent for government aircraft reimbursement varies based on the mix of foreign 
versus domestic travel; the more international travel, the higher the reimbursement costs are to the State 
Department, whereas less foreign travel leaves more funding available for aircraft fees for domestic travel. 

The Immediate Office of the Deputy Secretary has $749,000 in the base for travel in FY 201 1, whieh represents 
the following: 

Funds that have been obligated as of 3/15/201 1 to reimburse other government entities for the use of aircraft - 
$608,000. 

The Deputy Secretary operates under the same circumstances as the Secretary, whereby the amount of funds 
available for reimbursement for plane costs varies on the amount of international and domestic trips. 

Contracts 


Question: Please provide a list of the sole source contracts executed by OSEM, USM, CIO and CFO in 2009. 
Organize the list by contractor, purpose, dollar award, full performance value, contract start date, contract end 
date, and reason for issuing a sole-source contract. 


ANSWER: Information on contracts executed in FY 2009 and F Y 201 0 are provided below. 

FY 2009 


CONTRACTOR 

PURPOSE 

DOLLAR 

AWARD 

FULL 

PERFORMANCE 

VALUE 

CONTRACT 

START 

DATE 

CONTRACT 
END DATE 

REASON FOR 
SOLE-SOURCE 

DiGITALIBIZ. INC. 

Software and system 
engineering support 
for Position 
Navigation and 
Timing services for 

$314,141.71 

$314,14!.71 

8/27/2009 

8/26/2010 

8a Small Business 
Authorized by 
Statute 
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critical infrastructure 






MAPQUEST, INC, 

Purchase of 
MapQuest annual 
license with extended 
Geographic coverage 
license fee 

$82,500.00 

$82,500.00 

12/15/2008 

12/15/2009 

Only One Source 

STRATECON, LLC. 

Security, Test & 
Evaluation services 

$2,564,246.40 

$2,564,246.40 

9.00/2009 

9/29/2010 

8a Small Business 
Authorized by 
Statute 


FY 2010 


CONTRACTOR 

PURPOSE 

DOLLAR 

AWARD 

FULL 

PERFORMANCE 

VALUE 

CONTRACT 

START 

DATE 

CONTRACT 
END DATE 

REASON FOR 
SOLE-SOURCE 

WASHINGTON 
METROPOLITAN 
AREA TRANSIT 
AUTHORITY 

Transit Subsidy 
SMARTRJP Benefits 
(WMATA) 

$0.00 

$7,886,404.00 

8/6/2010 

8/6/2015 

Authorized by 
Statute 

BATTLE 

RESOURCE 

MANAGEMENT. 

INC 

CAO 

Electronic Records 
Management System 

$1,771,900.00 

$3,496,461.60 

9/11/2010 

9/15/2013 

8a Small 
Business 
Authorized by 
Statute 

SNAP. INC. 

Financial Process and 
Procedure 
Assessment 

$328,426.30 

$685,566.50 

9/27/2010 

7/25/201 1 

8a Small 
Business 
Authorized by 
Statute 

CONTRACTOR 

PURPOSE 

DOLLAR 

AWARD 

FULL 

PERFORMANCE 

VALUE 

CONTRACT 

START 

DATE 

CONTRACT 
END DATE 

REASON FOR 
SOLE-SOURCE 

FEDERATED IT. 
INC. 

Cabling Services for 

IT Projects 

$500,000.00 

$3,484,190.00 

9/29/2010 

10/31/2013 

8a Small 
Business 
Authorized by 
Statute 

UNLIMITED 

SERVICES 

SYSTEMS 

MANAGEMENT* 

CONSULTANTS. 

INC. 

Event Planning 
Logistical Support 
service for FY 2010 
DHS Industry Day 
and the FY2010 
DHS Acquisition 
Semina 

$55,782.18 

$55,782.18 

10/21/2009 

12/4/2009 

8a Small 
Business 
Authorized by 
Statute 

UNLIMITED 
SERVICES 
SYSTEMS 
MANAGEMENT & 
CONSULTANTS, 
INC. 

Logistical .support 
Services for the 2"^ 
Annual DHS 
Acquisition Seminar 

SI51. 109.53 

$151,109.53 

1/29/2010 

6/30/2010 

8a Small 
Bu.sines.s 
Authorized by 
Statute 

OFORi & 
ASSOCIATES PC 

Contract Closeout 
Support Services 

$555,060.50 

$1,349,558.10 

4/1/2010 

6/30/2012 

8a Small 
Business 
Authorized by 
Statute 


Question: Please provide for the record a list of all OSEM, USM, CIO and CFO contracts, grants and other 
transactions where work is performed outside of the United States. Organize by contractor, purpose, dollar 
award, full performance value, as well as contract start and end date. 

ANSWER: In FY 2009 and FY 2010, there were no contracts, grants, or other transactions for OSEM, USM, 
CIO or CFO for work performed outside the United States. 
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Reception and Representation 

Question: Please provide a summary chart that shows the amount of reception and representation expenses 
provided to each DHS agency in fiscal years 2010 and 201 1 and requested in fiscal year 2012. Please also 
include a table that displays what each agency spent for reception and representation in fiscal year 2010, and 
how much funding has been obligated to date in fiscal year 2011, and an explanation for each expenditure. 

ANSWER: Below are the summary charts/tables that show the amount of reception and representation 
expenses for each DHS agency in fiscal years 2010, 201 1 and amounts requested in fiscal year 2012. 


Department of Homeland Securitv 

Official Reception and RepresentatioD Distribution 

Fiscal Years 2010. 2011 and 2012 

Component 

FY 2010 
Appropriated 

FY 2011 CR 
Funding Level 

FY 2012 
President’s 
Request 

Office of the Secretary & Executive Management 

$ 60,000 

$ 60,000 

$ 60,000 

Office of the Under Secretary for Management 

3,000 

3,000 

3,000 

Analysis and Operations 

5,000 

5,000 

5,000 

Customs and Border Protection 

45,000 

45,000 

45,000 

immigration and Customs Enforcement 

15,000 

15,000 

15,000 

Transportation Security Administration* 

10,000 

14,119 

10,000 

Unite States Coast Guard 

20,000 

20,000 

20,000 

United States Secret Service 

25,000 

25,000 

25,000 

National Protection and Programs Directorate 

5,000 

5,000 

5,000 

Office of Health Affairs 

3,000 

3,000 

3,000 

Federal Emergency Management Agency 

3,000 

3,000 

3,000 

Federal Law Enforcement Training Center 

12,000 

12,000 

12,000 

Science and Technology 

10,000 

10,000 

10,000 

Domestic Nuclear Detection Office 

3,000 

3,000 

3,000 

Total 

S2 19,000 

$223,119 

$219,000 


*Please note that TSA receives 2 year funds. Thus, TSA carried over $4.1 19 from FY 2010 into FY 201 1. Total 
Reception and Representation funds available for FY 201 1 is $14,1 19. 


Department of Homeland Securitv 

Official Reception and ReDre.sentation Distribution 

Fiscal Year 20 

0 

Component 

FY 2010 
Appropriated 

FY 2010 Actual 

Office of the Secretary & Executive Management 

$ 60,000 

$ 46.365 

Office of the Under Secretary for Management 

3,000 

- 

Analysis and Operations 

5,000 

4,472 

Customs and Border Protection 

45,000 

44,839 

Immigration and Customs Enforcement 

15,000 

14,065 

Transportation Security Administration 

10,000 

5,880 

Unite States Coast Guard 

20,000 

19,977 

United States Secret Service 

25,000 

16,952 

National Protection and Programs Directorate 

5,000 

4,833 

Office of Health Affairs 

3,000 

- 

Federal Emergency Management Agency 

3,000 

1,982 
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Federal Law Enforcement Training Center 

12.000 

1,723 

Science and Technology 

10,000 

9,074 

Domestic Nuclear Detection Office 

3,000 

2,400 

Total 

$219,000 

$172,562 


Deoartment of Homeland Security 

OfTicial Recention and Representation Distribution 

Fiscal Year 2011 fas of December 31. 2010) 

Component 

FY 2011 CR 
Funding Level 

Obligation 
as of 12/31/10 

Office of the Secretary & Executive Management 

$ 60,000 

$ 8,569 

Office of the Under Secretary for Management 

3,000 

- 

Analysis and Operations 

5,000 

225 

Customs and Border Protection 

45,000 

8,280 

Immigration and Customs Enforcement 

15,000 

4,467 

T ransportation Security Administration* 

14,119 

5,794 

Unite States Coast Guard 

20,000 

6,398 

United States Secret Service 

25,000 

4,549 

National Protection and Programs Directorate 

5,000 

4 

Office of Flealth Affairs 

3,000 

- 

Federal Emergency Management Agency 

3,000 

- 

Federal Law Enforcement Training Center 

12,000 

408 

Science and Technology 

10,000 

1,598 

Domestic Nuclear Detection Office 

3,000 

113 

Total 

$223,119 

$40,205 


*Please note that TSA receives 2 year flinds. Thus, TSA carried over $4,1 19 from FY 2010 into FY 201 1. Total 
Reception and Representation funds available for FY 201 1 is $14,1 19. 
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Deoartment of Homeland Securitv 

Official Reception and Representation Obligations and Expenditures in 1st Otr FY 2011 bv Component 

Fiscal Year 2011 

As of December 31. 2010 

FY 2011 
CR 

Enacted 

o 

o 

o 

o 

Remaining 

Budget 

Authority 

$39,991 

$39,866 

$39,214 

$38,724 

$38,710 

o 

VO 

$38,664 

$37,693 

VO 

00 

VO 

$37,566 

$37,513 

Expenditures 
as of 

December 31, 
2010 

$9 

$125 

rxj 

(A 

$490 

$14 

$40 

$6 

$971 

$7 

$120 

$53 

Obligations/ 
Cost of 

Item(s) 

purchase 

$9 

<N 

$652 

$490 

$14 

$40 

$6 

$971 

$7 

$120 

$53 

Description 
of Items 
Purchased 

coffee 

service 

CD 

Luncheon 

Dinner 

coffee 

service 

Luncheon 

coffee 

service 

Reception 

coffee 

service 

Luncheon 

ofBcial gifts 

Purpose of 
Event 

official 

meeting 

official 

meeting 

official 

meeting 

official 

meeting 

official 

meeting 

official 

meeting 

official 

meeting 

official 

meeting 

official 

meeting 

official 

meeting 

official gifts 

List Number 
of 

DHS/Non- 

DHS 

Attendees 

DHS - 4; 
Panama - 5 

DHS - 0; 

Luxembourg 

-5 

DHS - 17; 
DoJustice - 
12; Canada - 
19 

DHS - 9; 
Cyber 

Experts - 5 

DHS - 3; 
Germany - 
H 

DHS -3; Sen 
Cleland - 1 

DHS - 3; 

Brazil - 3 

DHS - 9; 
DoStale - 8; 
Germany - 



DHS -2; UK 
-5 

DHS - 4; 
HSAC - 4 

rj- 

Date of 
Event 

10/1/2010 

10/7/2010 

10/10/2010 

10/13/2010 

10/13/2010 

10/14/2010 

10/19/2010 

10/21/2010 

10/28/2010 

11/1/2010 

11/2/2010 

Name of 
Event{s) 

SI official 
meeting 

S2 official 
meeting 

SI official 
meeting 

S2 official 
meeting 

S2 official 
meeting 

SI official 
meeting 

SI official 
meeting 

S2 official 
meeting 

S2 official 
meeting 

SI official 
meeting 

official 

gifts 

Component 

Name 

Office ot the 
Secretary and 
Executive 
Management 
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$37,058 

$36,878 

$36,858 

$36,848 

$36,831 

$36,818 

$36,768 

$36,618 

$36,590 

$36,500 

$36,457 

$36,437 

$36,431 

$36,353 

$36,333 

$36,079 

$35,587 

$35,352 

$455 

$180 

$20 

$10 

be 

be 

$50 

$150 

OO 

CM 

be 

06$ 

$43 

$20 

Cl 

be 

$78 

$20 

(N 

be 

$492 

m 

rN 

be 

$455 

$180 

o 

(N 

$10 

$17 

be 

o 

m 

be 

$150 

OO 

(N 

be 

$90 

$43 

$20 

$6 

CO 

be 

$20 

$254 

$492 

c 

re 

(N 

be 

dinner 

luncheon 

luncheon 

official gifts 

official gifts 

coffee 

service 

coffee 

service 

official gifts 

official gifts 

Luncheon 

official gifts 

Breakfast 

official gifts 

official gifts 

official gifts 

official gifts 

official gifts 

official gifts 

official 

meeting 

official 

meeting 

official 

meeting 

Vi 

'Sb 

'u 

£ 

o 

official gifts 

official 

meeting 

official 

meeting 

official gift 

official gifts 

official 

meeting 

official gifts 

official 

meeting 

official gifts 

official gifts 

official gifts 

official gifts 

official gifts 

'Sb 

13 

'o 

1 

• u t: 

5 >> X 
D U W 

DHS - 7; 
DoTreasury - 
5 

DHS - 1; 
DoHHS - 1 

<N 

<N 

DHS - 6; 
Lufthansa - 7 

DHS - 1;EU 
- 5 (to be 
confirmed) 


<N 

DHS - 0; 
Panama - 3 


S 

00 

Q . 





re 

rs 

11/3/2010 

11/9/2010 

11/9/2010 

O 

o 

<N 

11/17/2010 

11/18/2010 

11/19/2010 

11/26/2010 

11/29/2010 

11/30/2010 

12/7/2010 

12/8/2010 

12/13/2010 

12/20/2010 

12/20/2010 

12/21/2010 

12/22/2010 

12/22/2010 

S2 official 
meeting 

S2 official 
meeting 

SI official 
meeting 

official 

gifts 

official 

gifts 

SI official 
meeting 

S2 official 
meeting 

official 

gifts 

official 

.gifts 

SI official 
meeting 

is 

Ci c/i 

O OO 

S2 official 
meeting 

official 

gifts 

official 

gifts 

official 

gifts 

official 

gifts 

official 

gifts 

official 
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Deoartment of Homeland Security 

Official Recention and ReoresenCation Oblisations and Exnenditures in 1st Otr FY 2011 bv Comnonent 

Fiscal Year 2011 

As of December 31. 2010 

FY 20H 
CR 

Enacted 

000*01 $ 

o 

o 

(-5 

O 

Remaining 

Budget 

Authority 

9,408.34 

9,288.34 

9,126.84 

8,902.84 

8,595.84 

8,536.06 

8,402.37 

$8,402 

Expenditures 
as of 

December 31, 
2010 

SO 

VO 

•ri 

$120 

$161.50 

$224 

$307 

$59.78 

$133.69 

$1,598 

Obligations/ 
Cost of 
Item(s) 
purchase 

$591.66 

$120 

$161.50 

$224 

$307 

$59.78 

$133.69 

$1,598 

Description 
of Items 
Purchased 

dinner 

meeting 

working 

lunch 

working 

lunch 

Refreshment 
s for two day 
meeting 

Lunch for 
meeting 

working 

lunch 

working 

lunch 

Total 

Purpose of 
Event 

official 

meeting 

official 

meeting 

official 

meeting 

official 

meeting 

official 

meeting 

official 

meeting 

official 

meeting 

List 

Number of 
DHS/Non- 
DHS 

Attendees 

17 

dignitaries 8 
DHS staff 

17 

dignitaries 5 
DHS staff 

17 

dignitaries 5 
DHS staff 

6 dignitaries 

9 DHS staff 

20 

dignitaries 6 
DHS staff 

4 dignitaries 

9 DHS staff 

2 dignitaries 

1 DHS staff 

Date of 
Event 

i 0/4/20 10 

10/4/2010 

10/5/2010 

10/13-14 

/2010 

10/27/2010 

11/2/2010 

12/15/2010 

Name of 
Event(s) 

France and 
US 

Meeting 

France and 
US 

Meeting 

France and 
US 

Meeting 

US 

Australia 

Meeting 

US-EU 

Meeting 

US 

Singapore 

Meeting 

US UK 
Meeting 

Component 

Name 

Science and 
Technology 
(S&T) 



o 

o 

© 


$11,592 

$11,592 


$0 

C' 


$282 

00 

© 


Cafeteria 

Meal Tickets 

Total 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 

(PSLDC) 

Summit 

Meeting 

TBD 
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Biometric Exit 


QuestioD: Last year you testified before this Subcommittee that the Department would use the balance of $50 
million dollars in US-VISIT provided for a biometric exit solution, which you would “focus on using. . .at 
airports.” Yet the FYi2 request proposes to rescind $25 million and spend the remaining $25 million for 
purposes other than implementing biometric exit. How do you reconcile your FY12 proposal with your 
previous statement, and with the statutory mandate to implement biometric exit? 

ANSWER: In this fiscally constrained environment, some difficult choices had to be made — one of which was 
to use the $25,642 million as an offset to provide funding for other Departmental priorities. Looking towards 
fiscal year 2012, a realignment of funds will be necessary in order to enhance the collection and use of 
biographic exit data and the review of potential overstay records - both of which will increase our current 
capabilities and lay a strong foundation for other exit measures in the future. It is important to note, that an 
enhanced biographic air exit program will accomplish nearly the same results as the biometric exit program was 
intended to do at a significantly lower cost. The enhanced program will improve DHS’ ability to match entry 
and exit records and thus allow DHS to better detect those who have overstayed their lawful p>eriod of 
admission in the United States. 

Question: If you have decided how the Department will proceed with biometric exit, what is that decision, and 
when will it be announced? If no decision will be announced this year please explain why. 

ANSWER: In this fiscally constrained environment, some difficult choices had to be made — one of which was 
to use the $25,642 million as an offset to provide funding for other Departmental priorities. Looking towards 
fiscal year 2012, a realignment of funds will be necessary in order to enhance the collection and use of 
biographic exit data and the review of potential overstay records - both of which will increase our current 
capabilities and lay a strong foundation for other exit measures in the future. It is important to note, that an 
enhanced biographic air exit program will accomplish nearly the same results as the biometric exit program was 
intended to do at a significantly lower cost. The enhanced program will improve DHS’ ability to match entry 
and exit records and thus allow DHS to better detect those who have overstayed their lawful period of 
admission in the United States. 


Disaster Relief Fund 


Question: Please explain how you funded FEMA's DRF to the five-year average in FY12 - which is $4.6 
billion - even though you only requested SI. 8 billion in FY 12. 

ANSWER; The $1.8 billion requested for the Disaster Relief Fund, per standard annual practice, reflects the 5- 
year rolling average of historical obligations for noncatastrophic events (those less than $500 million in 
estimated obligations), less estimated recoveries for FY 2012. We also have a robust strategy in place to 
deobligate funds from past contracts and projects that are now complete and where we did not spend all the 
money originally obligated. Based on our experience in actively managing the unliquidated contract obligations 
in FY 2010, we are taking the same approach for Public Assistance grants in FY 201 1, and anticipate that our 
projected recoveries will be greater than the $900 million estimate in the fiscal year 2012 budget request. 

Question; How much of this can be offset with recovered\unobligated funding beyond the $900 million already 
included in the budget request? 

ANSWER: We are taking an active approach in extending DRF solvency. Included in this effort is the 
management of unliquidated obligations for Individual Assistance and Public Assistance grants in FY 201 1. 

We anticipate that our projected recoveries will be greater than $900 million. FEMA staff will keep 
Congressional staff apprised of new recovery estimates as they are available. 
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Question; Will you be submitting a revised budget request, a budget amendment, or a list of programs to cut to 
address the inadequate request for disaster relief or are you expa:ting Congress to address the DRF shortfall in 
FY12, to include the known costs of catastrophic disasters? 

ANSWER: The President’s FY 2012 Budget Request is consistent with our past methodology, as we continue 
to use the 5-year rolling average of historical obligations for non-catastrophic events. While estimation for FY 
2012 was made difficult by the lack of an FY 201 1 fiill-year appropriation, the Administration is committed to 
working with Congress as we have in the past to ensure full funding for the DRF, including catastrophic level 
obligations, such as those created by Katrina. 

USCIS Transformation 


Question: There have been some recent news reports questioning whether the USCIS Transformation program 
is being appropriately managed within budget and on schedule. Please provide the original milestones for 
USCIS Transformation, the rebaselined milestones, and an explanation for the rebaselining. 

ANSWER: USCIS Transformation is an agency-wide effort to move immigration services from a paper-based 
system to an electronic environment. Transformation will allow immigration benefit seekers to submit and 
track applications electronically through online customer accounts. With redesigned business processes and 
improved case management, the system will enhance USCIS’s ability to process cases with greater precision, 
security, and timeliness. 

In November 2008, USCIS awarded a task order to the IBM Corporation to serve as the Solutions Architect for 
the program. Under this initial task order, citizenship benefits were to be the first benefit type to be released, by 
the end of FY 2010. Immigrant, humanitarian, and nonimmigrant benefit types were to be released in FY 2011 
and FY 2012. 

In 2009, after a careful evaluation of this initial approach, USCIS decided to re-sequence the program in a way 
that followed the natural immigration lifecycle, which often starts with nonimmigrant benefit types. By the end 
of 201 1, USCIS will introduce the foundational phase of Transformation: initial customer accounts and core 
case management capabilities for one nonimmigrant benefit type. Revising the order in which benefit types 
would be released contributed to a schedule adjustment, but will enable a more efficient and effective launch by 
modernizing less complex benefit types first and following the natural immigration lifecycle thereafter. 

USCIS’s goal in the second phase is to extend accounts and core case management capabilities to additional 
nonimmigrant benefit types in 2012. In the third and fourth phases, USCIS will extend new system capabilities 
to immigrant and humanitarian benefit types, such as asylum and refugee status. The fifth and final phase will 
complete the overall USCIS Transformation transition by extending new system capabilities to naturalization 
and other citizenship-related benefits. 

USCIS has made significant progress in support of the foundational phase of Transformation. USCIS has re- 
engineered numerous business processes for core immigration capabilities, completed complex business 
requirements for the end-to-end immigration benefit processing system, upgraded necessary technology, and 
gathered feedback from immigration applicants, over 120 stakeholder organizations, and government partner 
agencies. 

Through Transformation, USCIS is dedicated to redesigning our agency’s business processes to ensure we 
deliver the most effective and reliable operating model for the 21st century. 
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First Responder Grants -• Performance Metrics 

Question: After almost a decade, the Department cannot measure if we are safer or more prepared even though 
we have appropriated almost $33 billion. In your testimony before the Subcommittee, however, you stated that 
we must achieve a baseline capability with homeland security grants. Where are we in achieving this baseline 
capability? What gaps remain? 

ANSWER: The Administration is committed to measuring the effectiveness of state and local preparedness 
grants. 

As you have indicated, the first step in measuring grant effectiveness is identifying a capability baseline. In 
pursuit of this objective, FEMA has developed State Accomplishment Summaries for 56 States and territories. 
These summaries categorize expenditures by target capability, review States’ accomplishments in the utilization 
of FEMA resources, and discuss the specific hazards facing the jurisdictions. 

FEMA, through its work with Federal, state, and local stakeholders, is committed to refocusing its efforts on the 
measurement of grant effectiveness by establishing agreed-upon programmatic objectives and measuring 
grantee performance, with incentives for communities that build innovative, effective, and risk -reducing 
capabilities. Moreover, FEMA will be able to identify best practices and direct grant resources to those 
capability gaps deemed most essential to protecting and preparing the homeland. 

Question; How much more funding is required above the almost $33 billion already provided to achieve and 
sustain this capability? 

ANSWER: While the FY 2012 President’s Budget includes the sufficient amount to continue sustaining this 
capability, the renewed efforts to establish a capability baseline and associated performance measurement 
system will help to provide a more complete answer to this question in the near future. 

Question: What is the Department doing to better measure how much safer or more prepared we are after 
almost $33 billion in grants? 

ANSWER: Over the past decade, DHS has developed many components of an assessment framework — such 
as hazard documentation, risk methodology, security strategy, planning scenarios, target capabilities, and 
investment justifications. We are currently pulling all of these pieces into an integrated system that is able to 
produce a cohesive picture of preparedness. 

While still in its infancy, the Preparedness Comprehensive Assessment Support Tool (PrepCAST) currently 
serves as the host for the NIMS Compliance Assessment Support Tool and the SPR Survey. Both tools allow 
for Stales to report, manage, and track their preparedness activities over time. In order to develop this system 
into a transparent, consistent, and functional for all stakeholders, we ore working with State and local 
jurisdictions to facilitate the integration of appropriate threat and hazard identification risk assessment 
processes, homeland security strategies, and training/exercise plans using PrepCAST. . 

Moreover, FEMA has engaged the National Academy of Public Administration to assist the Agency in the 
development and design of appropriate metrics to better measure progress in our grant programs. 

Question: Does DHS believe quantifiable metrics are needed to justify additional grant funding? 

ANSWER; DHS believes that metrics would more effectively demonstrate the many accomplishments that 
grant recipients are making to continuously improve their preparedness programs. FEMA has engaged the 
National Academy of Public Administration to assist the Agency in the development and design of appropriate 
metrics to better measure progress in our grant programs. 
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Port Security and Trapsit Security Grant Programs 


Question: Since the inception of port security and transit security grant programs, Congress has provided 
almost $4 billion; however, almost $3 billion remains unspent. The FY12 request includes $600 million for 
port and transit grant program even though billions remain unspent. With over $3 billion still left unspent, how 
can you justify $600 million for these programs when programs with known shortfalls such as DRP are 
underfunded? Provide the metrics used to Justify funding? Provide explanation for the massive amount that 
remains unspent. Provide plans for how you will decrease the time required for funds to be drawn down and 
spent. 

ANSWER: This is an issue on which we are very focused. We are fully committed to getting funding out the 
door to grantees as quickly as possible and ensuring that it is put to work. In addition, we must consider the 
statutory requirements, rules, and regulations associated with grants. 

First, per statute, most DHS grants have a minimum 3-year performance period, meaning States/locals have 3 
years to spend the funding once awarded. By statute, grants may be extended to no more than 5 years after 
award. The trend over the last several years is that most grants, due to complexity of projects and other factors, 
are requiring the full 5 years to complete and draw down funds. This is especially relevant for large-scale 
target-hardening projects that take time to complete. 

Second, many States/locals draw down Federal grant funding according to their own legislative and 
procurement requirements (some require legislative approval, others can only draw down funding once a year, 
etc.), which means funding may be obligated and spent, but the State/local grantee has not yet submitted for full 
reimbursement. 

FEMA also is focused on reforming its approach to grants management to improve the business process that 
leads to grantee awards, and we hope to work with Congress to address the issues associated with statutory and 
reporting requirements that may delay awards. 

SAFER and Fire Equipment Grants 

Question: The FY12 budget request includes $670 million for SAFER and fire fighter equipment. Normally, 
funding is closely balanced between the two programs, but this year the request for SAFER is $420 million 
while fire equipment is $250 million. Provide Justification for this funding? 

ANSWER: Due to current economic hardships on state and local governments, the decision was made to focus 
limited grant resources on rehiring laid-off firefighters. The FY 2012 budget request provides funding for more 
than 2,300 firefighter jobs. Additionally, some larger grant programs such as the Stale Homeland Security 
Program and UASI can fund some activities including training and equipment typically associated with the 
AFG program. 

Question: What metric do you have that supports funding SAFER at a greater amount than funding for 
equipment? What quantifiable metrics do you have to justify a significantly decreased amount for equipment? 

ANSWER: Overall, requested funding of $670 million for firefighter grants is an increase of $60 million from 
the FY 201 1 to FY 2012 Budget. Due to current economic hardships on state and local governments that 
threaten the reduction in staffing of fire departments to dangerously low levels, the decision was made to focus 
limited grant resources on rehiring laid-off firefighters. The FY 2012 budget request provides funding for more 
than 2,300 firefighter jobs. Additionally, some larger grant programs such as the State Homeland Security 
Program and UASI can fund some activities including training and equipment associated with the AFG 
program. 
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In April 2010, the Commission on Fire Accreditation International (CFAI) (a national fire service organization 
that accredits fire departments), in conjunction with the National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST), 
released a study that links the impact between staffing and arrival times influence on saving lives and property. 
For example, one finding from this study indicates that four-person crews were able to respond and conduct 
search and rescue functions 30 percent faster than departments with smaller crew sizes. The study concludes 
that smaller crews (i.e. 2 person crews) would impact sensitive communities (children and elderly) due to their 
inability to mitigate the effects of gas and fire exposure. Further, a report by the National Fire Academy found 
that in smaller communities, a crew staffed with four firefighters rather than three could perform a rescue of 
potential victims 80 percent faster. Staffing levels also impact the safety of the firefighters. A study from the 
Seattle Fire Department concluded that “the rate of firefighter injuries expressed as total hours of disability per 
hours of fireground exposure were 54% greater for engine companies staffed with 3 personnel when compared 
to those staffed with 4 firefighters.” According to the United State Fire Administration there were over 445,400 
fires in 2009 representing 2,570 fire deaths and 14,100 injuries. Direct costs from these fires losses were 
estimated at $10 billion. The impact of smaller crew size can also affect the health and safety of a firefighter. 
Results from the CFAI/NIST study showed that cardiovascular strain was higher when a crew of 2 firefighters 
was deployed than when a crew of 5 firefighters was deployed. In 2009, 82 firefighters were lost in the line of 
duty. A contributing factor in these fatalities was stress and overexertion. In conclusion, reductions in number 
of firefighters funded through this program will have a direct impact on staffing levels, thereby resulting in 
smaller crew sizes. As can be evidenced by the above-referenced studies, smaller crew sizes impact the 
survivability of civilians as well as the health, safety and survivability of firefighters. 

Question: Your budget request states that the $420 million requested for SAFER will support 2,200 firefighter 
positions, which equates to $191,000 per position. Can you explain the cost per position? 

ANSWER: The SAFER program provides the prospective grantee a multi-year award that reimburses for 
salaries and benefits (including retirements, health insurance, FICA, workers compensation, etc.) for the 
firefighters rehired. The formula used to calculate the estimated number of firefighters that could be hired was 
based on the average expenditures from current awardees. 

The following is the formula used to estimate the number 

• GPD currently uses 5% of the appropriated funds for management and administration 

• Therefore, $399,000,000 would be available for SAFER awards; 

• In addition to hiring firefighters the SAFER grants support the recruitment and retention of volunteer 
firefighters. An estimated 10% of the available funds are allocated towards those programs. 

• In FYIO the average firefighter position was $81,600 (salary and benefits); 

• In FYIO the period of performance for these positions was 2 years; 

• Each FY 1 0 funded position received $ 1 63,200 (on average); 

Given available funding (minus M&A and volunteer R&R), with an estimated cost $160,000 per firefighter for 
a two year period of performance, GPD estimates funding 2.200 positions. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE David Price 


Secretary Napolitano 

Committee on Appropriations-Subcommittee on Homeland Security 
FY 2012 DHS Budget Request 
March 2,2011 


Diversification of Emerging Threats 

Question: In early February, you warned that threats to the United States are at the highest level since the 
attacks of September 1 1, 2001, citing the emergence of more foreign terrorist groups, a sharp increase in 
extremists in this country, and the "lone wolf’ operators whom authorities worry they may not be able to stop. 

Since the attempted bombing on Christmas Day 2009, and based on more recent attempts in Times Square and 
on air cargo aircraft, the Department has made a concerted effort to address these diversified threats. In 
January, TSA expedited the deadline for industry to screen 100 percent of air cargo on international inbound 
passenger aircraft- two years earlier than previously anticipated. CBP has been working closely with industry 
and overseas partners to receive cargo manifests for international flights to the United States prior to departure 
to identify and screen items. And many agencies throughout the Department have added additional layers of 
detection, for example by expanding the number of the Immigration Advisory Program officers and Visa 
Security Units that vet backgrounds of people coming to the United States that may have a questionable past. I 
commend you for all of these efforts. But there appears to be some holes in your 2012 budget in this area too. 
For example, neither TSA nor CBP have any new funding for air cargo activities undertaken since the initial 
Yemen response. ICE would not expand their visa security units to more high risk countries. 

• Secretary Napolitano, does your budget request fully encompass the Department's needs to identify and 
react to emerging threats before they become a reality? For example, in air travel, do we know who and 
what is flying to our country? 

ANSWER: The response to this question is designated as For Official Use Only (FOUO). The Department will 
submit the response under separate cover. 


DHS Headquarters 

Question: HR Iprovides no funding for DHS headquarters, so progress on building and equipping your 
Department's new headquarters could very well grind to a halt or the timeline, at least, for completing that work 
could now be much, much longer. In budget briefings, DHS has indicated that if they do not receive the entire 
budget request for 201 1 ($668.1 million total in both GSA and DHS), the Coast Guard headquarters project will 
be delayed by at least a year and costs will increase by $69 million. H.R. 1 provides no funding for either the 
new DHS headquarters or lease consolidation. 

The 2012 budget request reduces funding for both activities (headquarters and lease consolidation) compared to 
what was requested in 201 1 (by $72.5 and $20 million respectively). The 2012 budget requests no funding for 
FEMA’s new headquarters at St. Elizabeths, which was included in last year’s request, thereby delaying the 
onset of this construction. 

• Madam Secretary, what impact could significant delays or the stalling of these efforts have on the 
operations of your Department, and by extension, the security of the homeland? 
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ANSWER: The Department remains fully committed to the Headquarter Consolidation Program. It provides a 
foundation upon which we will mature and strengthen the Homeland Security Enterprise. The President’s FY 
2012 Budget Request builds on the FY 201 1 request to preserve essential frontline operations and continue the 
St. Elizabeths development and the Mission Support consolidation efforts. These are interrelated initiatives and 
funding both is required in order to increase mission effectiveness and realize management efficiency. 

The Department proposes to extend the schedule by one year for construction of the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) headquarters at St. Elizabeths to prioritize frontline security operations. The 
FEMA segment was selected specifically to avoid any adverse cost or scheduling impact to the ongoing 
construction on the West Campus, 

While DHS does not require funding for FEMA Headquarters in FY 2012, the GSA Budget Request does 
initiate the FEMA site development with $20.4 million for East Campus Road Construction. The DHS F Y 20 1 2 
request maintains the U.S. Coast Guard on track for completion in FY 2013 and continues the development of 
the critical Phase 2A DHS Operations Centers (DOC) facility immediately adjacent and connected to the Coast 
Guard Headquarters below grade. The DOC is the center of gravity of the campus as it co-locates the National 
Operations Center with the Component Operations Centers to facilitate effective command and control and 
integrated decision making during times of crisis. 

If H.R. i is enacted, this action will have a direct and immediate adverse impact to ongoing construction and 
delay all phases of project delivery. Beyond the $69 million in direct cost increases due to the loss of integrated 
construction sequencing, initial estimates at re-baselining the St. Elizabeths schedule with GSA indicate the 
potential for an additional increase of $220 million ($90 million DHS, $130 million GSA) in cost escalation by 
extending the overall development schedule in excess of one year. The Mission Support Lease procurement will 
also be impacted with a $22 million increase in escalation and higher lease costs for short-term extensions and 
holdovers. 

Great progress is being made on the West Campus with construction of the future U.S. Coast Guard 
Headquarters well underway. Perimeter Security and utilities improvements have begun and renovation of the 
first four historic buildings for shared use campus functions has started. The region and the community are also 
beginning to see the benefits of the development with over 600 jobs on site, with one third being DC residents. 
New hires account for 116 of the 600 jobs on site and 63 of these have gone to the project’s neighbors living in 
Ward 8. As construction continues to progress, these numbers will increase. 

The DHS Headquarters Consolidation efforts and St. Elizabeths Campus will bring together the Department and 
Component leadership, operations coordination, program management and policy functions to enhance mission 
performance. The impact of these projects will support efficiency, sustainability, fiscal responsibility and 
streamline management across the Department. 

Polar Icebreaking Responsibilities 

Question: The budget transfers $39 million and 1 80 FTEs from the National Science Foundation (NSF) for 
polar icebreaking, putting this activity back entirely back into the Coast Guard’s budget This is an item we 
have encouraged for a few years. While it is encouraging to have funding for icebreaking back in the Coast 
Guard’s budget, the U.S. government appears not be able to make further reaching decisions on icebreaking. 

For example, we still do not have the high latitude study that outlines U.S. icebreaking roles and responsibilities 
in the Arctic and Antarctic. And, the 2012 budget includes $5 million within the Under Secretary for 
Management’s budget for an icebreaker management study; work that I would argue has already been done by 
multiple parties. This request seems to be implying that we will be studying icebreaking in perpetuity. Of note, 
it will take 8-10 years to build a new icebreaker at a cost of about $1 billion if we decide this is necessary. 
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• Secretary Napolitano, it appears that DHS and the U.S. government are still unsure of its long term polar 
responsibilities. With the budget request for polar operations, are you saying that the United States’ 
only interests in Arctic policy is scientific or is there a longer term plan to improve the Coast Guard’s 
polar capabilities? 

ANSWER: DHS continues to carry out its responsibilities under HSPD 66, which reflects the wide spectrum of 
U.S. interests in the Arctic. In the near term, scientific studies that help us understand current and future 
climate and environmental conditions are the key activities requiring icebreaker support in the Arctic and 
Antarctic. Recognizing that icebreakers may be required for other federal missions as the Arctic waters become 
more accessible, the President’s FY 2012 request supports a comprehensive, government-wide determination of 
icebreaking needs, including operational and capital requirements. Additionally, the President’s Budget 
reactivates CGC POLAR STAR to sustain prudent backup capability until long-term requirements decisions are 
made. 


Real ID Deadlipe Extension 


Question: On March 4th, the Federal Register will include notification that the Department is extending 
deadline for states to be compliant with the REAL ID Act by 18 months, until January 2013. To date, only 17 
states are fully compliant. Others are partially compliant, and numerous states have laws prohibiting them from 
becoming compliant. The 2012 budget request includes no funding to help states become compliant with 
REAL ID. So basically we’re buying more time but not providing additional money to help states become 
compliant. 

• In your opinion, will every state become REAL ID compliant (after factoring out those that are 
statutorily prohibited from doing so)? How can they do so without continued grant funding? 

ANSWER; The FY 2012 request, similar to the FY 201 1 request, proposes to consolidate a number of 
individual grant programs (including grants for Driver’s License Security/Reai ID, Interoperable Emergency 
Communications, Emergency Operations Centers, Buses. Rural Domestic Preparedness and Counterterrorism 
Center) and make them part of the larger/broader grant programs such as Urban Areas Security Initiative 
(UASI) and State Homeland Security grants. This consolidation will increase overall ftmding for UASI and 
State Homeland Security grants while reducing the number of separate grant programs, which ultimately 
decreases the number of applications a state will need to submit. States may use funds provided through the 
State Homeland Security Grants Program to improve the security of their driver’s license program. 

State and Local Fusion Centers 


Question: Madam Secretary, you recently told the nation’s governors that the threat of “homegrown” terrorism 
increased during the past year and more U.S. citizens or legal residents are “becoming radicalized to the point of 
violence.” Addressing this alarming trend relies on better information and coordination. That means sharing 
information among Federal agencies and state and local law enforcement, a key component of the DHS- 
sponsored Fusion Centers. But getting the best information on potential threats also relies on having good 
relationships with communities where individuals might be at risk of radicalization. 

In the past DHS Fusion Centers and the Suspicious Activity Reporting Initiative have come under some 
criticism for their potential, in some people’s view, of collecting information on innocent Americans and 
violating civil liberties. But, of course, gaining information and cooperation from the community relies on 
earning and keeping trust. 
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• Madam Secretary, how does the Department ensure that State and Local Fusion Centers, which are not 
technically supervised by Federal personnel, do not run afoul of civil liberties in a way that would 
compromise our ability to spot homegrown terrorists in certain communities? 

ANSWER: While primary responsibility for protecting privacy, civil rights and civil liberties within fusion 
centers resides with the State authorities who operate them, DHS is committed to providing fusion centers with 
the tools and training they need in order to do so. Beginning in FY 2010, in order to receive federal grant 
funding, the Department required every fusion center to have completed and approved privacy policies to foster 
a culture that respects privacy, civil rights, and civil liberties through regular training and community 
engagement. Sixty-nine of the 72 fusion centers have finalized privacy policies that are at least as 
comprehensive as the Information Sharing Environment Privacy Guidelines in place and the rest are working 
diligently to meet the requirement. 

DHS also offers a robust fusion center training program, in compliance with the requirements of Section 51 1(a) 
of the Implementing Recommendations of the 9/11 Commission Act of 2007. The Act requires the DHS Office 
for Civil Rights and Civil Liberties (CRCL) and the DHS Privacy Office (PRIV) to (1) provide training on 
privacy, civil rights, and civil liberties to all DHS officers or intelligence analysts before they deploy to state 
and major urban area fusion centers; and (2) support the training of fusion center personnel nationwide on these 
same issues. 

Question: What type of guidance does the Department provide to local Fusion Centers to help them cultivate 
good community relations in the interest of protecting the public? 

ANSWER: Over the past year, the Department of Homeland Security has been working closely with fusion 
centers to strengthen relationships with their local communities. Some of these initiatives include; 

• The joint DHS/Department of Justice (DOJ) Fusion Process Technical Assistance Program developed a 
Communications and Outreach Guidebook, which was distributed to Fusion Center Directors in 
December 2010. This Guidebook provides best practices for cultivating relationships with fusion center 
customers, as well as external audiences including the public. 

• The Department continues to strengthen its partnerships with key State and local law enforcement 
associations such as the National Governors Association, International Association of Chiefs of Police, 
National Sheriffs Association, and Major City Chiefs Association Intelligence Unit Commanders 
Group. The Department has helped build partnerships between the State and local law enforcement 
associations and the fusion centers in order to take advantage of existing relationships between law 
enforcement and the communities they serve. 

In partnership with DOJ, the Department developed a Building Communities of Trust initiative focused on the 
relationships between police, fusion centers, and the communities they serve, particularly immigrant and 
minority communities. By fostering these relationships and building on the lessons of community policing, state 
and local law enforcement personnel are able to learn more about the community, making it possible for officers 
and analysts to better identify behaviors that could be indicative of criminal activity. 

Non-Security Budget Freeze 

Question: When President Obama released his 2012 budget, he announced that the Administration would 
reduce the deficit by $1.1 trillion over the next decade. Two-thirds of that reduction would come from spending 
cuts through a five-year freeze in non-security discretionary spending, as well as savings to mandatory 
programs such as Medicare and lower interest payments on the debt that would result from the lower 
spending. 
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• Secretary Napolitano, the President has made clear his intent to freeze non-security-related discretionary 
spending for five years. It is possible to argue that some of the missions of some DHS components are 
not strictly related to security? Is natural disaster preparedness considered non-security spending? How 
about the training and equipping of first responders? Will we see frozen requests for some Department 
activities and components, and not others? 

ANSWER: In the National Security Strategy (2010), President Obama made clear that the security and 
resilience of the United States itself is a central national security concern. In the Quadrennial Homeland 
Security Review Report (2010), DHS set forth a vision of a safe, secure, and resilient homeland, and five core 
homeland security missions that support that vision: 

• Preventing Terrorism and Enhancing Security 

• Securing and Managing our Borders 

• Enforcing and Administering our Immigration Laws 

• Safeguarding and Securing Cyberspace 

• Ensuring Resilience to Disasters 

During the FY 2012 budget process, DHS also identified a sixth mission of providing essential support to 
national and economic security operations led by other Federal departments and agencies but for which DFIS 
provides essential support relating to safety, security, and resilience. 

AO of the missions of DHS components are directly related to ensuring a safe, secure, and resilient homeland 
and all DHS component activity relates directly the goals and objectives set forth in the six missions. Much like 
we did with the FY 2012 budget request, DHS will continue its commitment to fiscal discipline that maximizes 
the effectiveness of every security dollar we receive and will make difficult, risk-informed decisions about 
priorities in future year funding requests. 

Question: What is your understanding of how this non-security budget freeze will impact the budget requests 
for the Department of Homeland Security in the longer term? 

ANSWER: Much like we did with the FY 2012 budget request, DHS will continue its commitment to fiscal 
discipline that maximizes the effectiveness of every security dollar we receive and will make difficult, risk- 
informed decisions about priorities in future year funding requests 

User Fees 


Question: When President Obama released his first budget, he stated that aviation security passenger fee 
would be raised by 2012. However, no Congressional Committee has written legislation raising these fees and 
the airlines have come out strongly against such an increase. 

The 2012 budget includes a Genera! Provision giving the Secretary the authority to raise these fees by $1.50. in 
total, a passenger will pay no more than $4.00 per leg, with a maximum of $8.00 one way and $16.00 round 
trip. Assuming six months of collections in 2012. this fee increase will generate an additional $590 million in 
revenues from a total collection of $2.1 billion in 2010 to $2.7 billion in 2012, and almost $800 million 
thereafter (when the fees covers the entire fiscal year). Although proposed in the 2012 appropriations bill, this 
fee is under the jurisdiction of the Homeland Security Committee, who has opposed increases. 

• Recognizing the failure of Congress to raise the aviation security fee in the past as well as opposition 
from the airlines and the Chairman of the House authorizing Committee, do you have any indication that 
the Homeland Security Committee will raise the aviation passenger security fee shortly? If not, how do 
you suggest we make up this shortfall in your 2012 budget request? 
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ANSWER: Secretary Napolitano and the Transportation Security Administration (TSA) continue to work with 
and encourage the Senate Commerce, Science and Transportation and the Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs Authorizing Committees by providing supporting data and looks for the support of this 
committee in adjusting the passenger fee. 

The Security Fee was established following the September 1 1* attacks in 2001 to offset the costs of 
strengthening the nation’s aviation security capacity, but it has not been adjusted for inflation or increased costs 
of providing security over the past nine years. The current statutory cap limits the Department’s flexibility to 
sustain current security measures and adapt to emerging threats. 

Despite Congress’s original intent that the Security Fee covers nearly all costs related to passenger and property 
screening, the fee currently offsets less than a third of the total cost of aviation security. At the same time, costs 
of security have continued to increase. In 2000, it cost less than a dollar to screen each passenger. In FY 2010, 
the average cost for TSA to screen a passenger and baggage has increased to nearly $9, in part to airline 
imposed checked baggage fees that have resulted in TSA screening 56 million additional carry-on bags at 
airport checkpoints annually. The Fiscal Commission’s Co-Chairs’ Proposal, $200 Billion in Illustrative 
Savings, also recommends that airlines should help pay for the increased security and take on a responsibility 
for screening passengers, carry-on luggage and checked baggage. Additionally, the Congressional Budget 
Office’s Budget Options, Volume 2 identifies increased user fees as one option to help fund aviation security. 

I fiilly appreciate the constraints of the current fiscal environment, and it is precisely because of the current 
economic situation that I feel nothing should be left off the table to fund the Department’s critical frontline 
operations. While airlines have increased fees across the board- from checked baggage and extra leg room to 
refreshments, we have never adjusted how we fund security measures to protect the traveling public. 

I ask for your support of the Administration’s proposal to ensure that we are able to continue the significant 
progress we have made in enhancing aviation security while fulfilling Congress’ intent to do so in a fiscally 
responsible manner that does not penalize American taxpayers. I look forward to working with you on this 
matter in the coming months. 

Question: The budget request assumes $55 million in COBRA fees by lifting the exemptions in place for 
Canada, Mexico, and most of the Caribbean Islands, to pay for the costs for immigration and aviation 
processing fees. This is half year funding; the estimated savings for lifting the COBRA exemptions is $1 10 
million. DHS has proposed this fee adjustment as part of a larger fee reform package to the Ways and Means 
Committee for a few years but the authorizers have failed to act on this so far. 

• Unless Ways and Means enacts COBRA fee reform, the $55 million offset in your budget request to pay 
for CBP officers salaries is not real money. What would you propose to make up for this shortfall or 
would DHS not be able to hire the some or all of the 333 new CBP officers contained in your 2012 
budget request? 

ANSWER: The FY 2012 Budget request for $55 million assumes mid-year enactment and would cover half of 
the proposed increase in fee collections to avoid creating a $1 10 million hole. If Congress does not lift the 
exemption then CBP will reprioritize our FY 2012 resources to fund the affected activities. 

The COBRA statute mandates that COBRA funding be prioritized in the following order: 

1. Ail inspectional overtime 

2. Premium Pay 

3. Civil Service Retirement and Disability Fund (Agency Contribution) 

4. Excess Preclearance 
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5. Foreign Language Proficiency Awards 

6. Enhanced Equipment and Support (e.g.: ofiRcer salaries) 

Acquisition Workforce 

Question: In the fiscal year 2012 budget request, DHS has requested about $24 million in funding to increase 
its acquisition workforce capacity by 150 positions. What functions will these new positions perform and how 
will the new positions help DHS address its acquisition management challenges? 

ANSWER: The 150 positions represent the minimum number of positions required to start filling the gaps to 
ensure successful program execution, including risk mitigation. This number is based on a review conducted in 
FY-2010 of the major acquisition programs and acquisition oversight offices to identify gaps in the acquisition 
workforce. The results of the review and analysis identified more than 200 positions that needed to be filled. 
The initial funding request, identified in the FY 201 1 budget, prior to the completion of the analysis requested 
150 positions. Based on this number, 126 positions will be placed directly in to specific major acquisition 
program offices and 24 positions will reside in Component Acquisition Executive offices (component 
acquisition oversight offices and headquarters offices). DHS will continue reviewing and evaluating current 
professional education, training and experience. The results of this evaluation will indicate where additional 
personnel are required and their fields of expertise. 

Highlights of the analysis include: 

• There is a lack of engineering and logistics expertise across the Department 

• There is an absence of Cost Analysts/Cost Estimators across the Department 

• Interpretation of Component Acquisition Executive (CAE) core staff requirements vary by Component 

Based on an analysis of the high risk programs identified by OMB, GAO and USM; programs in breach; and 
programs with upcoming acquisition decision events during FY201 1, the report identified 93 positions for those 
program management offices. We have identified an additional 33 positions needed in other level one and two 
programs. Additionally, 24 positions are recommended for CAE staff offices and DHS Headquarters based on 
the core gap analysis and Component inputs. 

The review assessed five core competencies that all major acquisition program offices should possess: 

• Program Management: Acquisition professionals in the Program Management acquisition discipline 
are concerned with all of the functions of a program management office (PMO) or a program executive 
office (PEG). Program management professionals serve in a wide range of PMO and Component 
Acquisition Staff positions, including program integrators and analysts, program managers, PEOs, and 
their deputies. They may also serve in a number of support and management positions throughout the 
workforce. 

• Systems Engineering: An Acquisition Program Systems Engineer demonstrates how systems 
engineering and technical management processes apply to acquisition programs; interacts with program 
Integrated Product Teams (IPTs) regarding the proper application of systems engineering processes; and 
develops systems models and work breakdown structures; uses top-down design and bottom-up product 
realization. 

• Acquisition Financial Management: TTiis career field encompasses all aspects of acquisition 
(business) and financial management. Financial Management is the planning, directing, monitoring, 
organizing and controlling of financial resources. 

• Life Cycle Logistics: is defined as the planning, development, implementation and management of a 
comprehensive, affordable and effective systems support strategy. Life Cycle Logistics encompasses 
the entire system's life cycle including acquisition (design, develop, test, produce, and deploy). 
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sustainment (operations and support), and disposal. Life Cycle Logisticians perform a principal joint 
and/or Component logistics role during the acquisition, operational and disposal phases of the system 
life cycle. 

• Contracting Officer's Technical Representative (COTR): a COTR is a business communications 
liaison between the United States Government and a private contractor. The COTR ensures that their 
goals are mutually beneficial. The COTR is responsible for recommending authorizing (or denying) 
actions and expenditures for both standard delivery orders and task orders, and those that fail outside of 
the normal business practices of its supporting contractors and sub-contractors. 

For component oversight offices, three additional competencies were assessed: 

• Test and Evaluation (T&E) Managers are engineers, scientists, operations research analysts, system 
analysts, computer scientists; and other degree-holding technical personnel who plan, perform, and 
manage T&E tasks in support of all acquisitions. Individuals in T&E positions are subject matter experts 
who will plan, monitor, manage, and conduct T&E of prototype, new, fielded, or modified IT, non-IT, 
and infrastructure systems. 

• Cost Analysts lead teams in the analysis of data relevant to the system to be costed; development or 
evaluation of existing cost estimating relationships and mathematical models; analysis of results of 
models and other methods of developing costs, and development of summary data for presentation 
purposes; preparation of briefings to management in development of cost databases, parametric 
relationships, cost estimating software and documentation, and research reports. 

• Information Technology/Systems Architect includes computer scientists, information technology 
management specialists, computer engineers, and telecommunications managers who directly support 
the acquisition of information technology. This may include hardware, software, or firmware products 
used to create, record, produce, store, retrieve process, transmit, disseminate, present, or display data or 
information. A Systems Architect is instrumental in providing an integrated framework for evolving or 
maintaining existing information technology (IT), acquiring new IT systems, or to achieve an agency’s 
strategic and Information Resources Management (IRM) goals. The role of the IT Architect is to 
understand the program’s current architecture as well as its future state architecture and to provide a 
transformation strategy to attain the future state. 

AcquisUiod Review Process 

Question: Given longstanding concerns about the implementation of the Department’s acquisition review 
process and the record of cost, schedule, and performance issues with major acquisitions such as Deepwater and 
SBInet, to what extent has DHS addressed its acquisition management challenges and take action to strengthen 
its oversight over major investments? 

ANSWER: Enhancing the enterprise-wide acquisition framework (e.g., procurement and program 
management) is a key part of the Department’s enhanced integration strategy. In FY 2010, acquisition 
management represented nearly $18 billion of the Department’s $55 billion budget. There are five enhanced 
integration initiatives within the acquisition management discipline. These initiatives address each of the 
proposed outcomes identified by GAO in their September 29, 20 1 0 letter; 

• Rationalize the requirements development process (structures/processes); 

• Improve and streamline governance (structures); 

• Solidify the Component Acquisition Executive (CAE) structure (structures); 

• Enhance business intelligence (processes/systems); and 

• Expand the Acquisition Corps concept and strengthen PM training (people). 
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Corrective Action Plans for each of these initiatives have been developed and we will track progress on these 
plans on a quarterly basis. The Department intends to implement many of the enhancement initiatives beginning 
in FY 2011. 

Additionally, we took actions to strengthen acquisition management by implementing the finalized version of 
Management Directive \ 02-0l. Acquisition Management (D I02»0l). Among other things, it formalizes the 
role of the Acquisition Review Boards (ARBs) in the oversight and governance process, as it assesses a 
program’s progress and determines the criteria for further execution. The implementation of this directive has 
resulted in productive interactions between program offices and Department leadership allowing us to mitigate 
or avoid unnecessary costs, review schedules and evaluate performance risks. 

DHS has held 30 ARBs in FY 2009, 35 in FY 2010, and 1 1 to date in FY 201 1. Additionally, at the Component 
level, oversight officials are establishing new acquisition executive positions to manage acquisition processes. 

High Risk Areas Management 

Question: GAO first designated implementing and transforming DFIS as a high-risk area in 2003 because of 
the difficulty of transforming 22 disparate agencies into one department, and the failure to effectively address 
the Department’s management challenges and program risks could have serious consequences for our homeland 
security as well as our economy. DHS has remained on GAO’s high-risk list since 2003. To address this high- 
risk designation, among others, in January 201 1 DHS issued an updated Integrated Strategy for High Risk 
Management^ which details the Department's plans for addressing the high-risk area and resolving its 
management challenges. What, In your opinion, are the Department’s key management challenges, how do you 
plan to address them, and how does the approach presented in the recent strategy differ from previous DHS 
efforts to address management challenges and GAO’s high risk designation? 

ANSWER: Mitigating risk and transforming the Department is one of my highest priorities. 1 am pleased that 
GAO has recognized that DHS is making progress to address its High Risk report. Soon after my arrival at the 
Department, I convened my senior leadership team to reinvigorate efforts to transform DHS into a more 
cohesive, well functioning Department and made it clear that integrating the Department’s people, structures 
and processes to achieve the Department's mission goals is one of my top management priorities. 

In January 2010, the Department issued an initial integration plan, which focused on seven management 
initiatives, in January 2011, the Department issued an enhanced plan, ‘‘‘'Integrated Strategy for High Risk 
Management!'’ The enhanced strategy was developed in collaboration with Headquarters and Component 
leadership and addresses many of the GAO’s recommendations that have been unresolved since 2003. 

Question: To what extent has the Department established milestones for implementing the actions identified in 
the strategy? 

ANSWER: The aforementioned ‘‘"Integrated Strategy for High Risk Management'’’ plan, submitted to GAO in 
January 2011, contains detailed corrective action plans (CAPs). with milestones. These initiatives align to 
GAO’s specified criteria for High Risk List removal. 

These CAPs provide strategies to integrate and transform our structures, processes and people and the Under 
Secretary for Management (USM) has directed each line-of-business to track progress and provide quarterly 
status reports. 

Question: What resources does DHS need to implement the strategy and will you have sufficient resources to 
address the Department’s management challenges? 
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ANSWER: The President’s FY 2012 Budget Request includes the resources DHS requires to address our 
management challenges in administrative services, financial management, human capital, information 
technology, procurement and departmental security. 

Question: What challenges or obstacles will the Department face In implementing the strategy and addressing 
its management challenges in order to be removed from GAO's high-risk list? 

ANSWER: Integrating the Department’s people, structures and processes to achieve the Department’s mission 
goals continues to be one of my top management priorities. The biggest challenge is to institute meaningful 
change without disrupting mission-critical operations. 

The ^'Integrated Strategy for High Risk Management plan, submitted to GAO in January 201 1, addresses this 
challenge and contains detailed corrective action plans (CAPs), with milestones. These initiatives also align to 
GAO’s specified criteria for High Risk List removal. 

Workforce Rebalancing 

Question: Given DHS’s extensive reliance on contractors in pursuing mission and management goals, such as 
protecting federal facilities and supporting major acquisitions or investments, such as SBInet, what are the 
appropriate roles for contractors under the Department’s new balanced workforce initiative, and how do you 
plan to ensure they are used properly in these roles? 

ANSWER: The Balanced Workforce Strategy (BWS) is designed to ensure the Department has the appropriate 
mix of federal employees and contractors to fulfill our mission in a manner that is cost-effective and ensures 
appropriate federal oversight. DHS has designed and is currently utilizing a BWS Tool, which is an automated 
survey that leads a component official through the analysis process of the Department’s contracts and mission 
needs, as a key element of our strategy to reduce expenditures on professional services contracts in order to 
more effectively and efficiently achieve our mission. 

Question: How will you support the implementation of the Department's initiative to improve its balance 
among contractor and government employees, and what resources are needed to more effectively manage the 
balance between government and contact workers? 

ANSWER: The BWS should be incorporated in the earliest stages of both the workforce and acquisition 
planning processes. By integrating the BWS into these planning processes, we will more efficiently and 
effectively balance our workforce between contractors and federal workers. Moreover, our increased focus on 
appropriate federal oversight of contracts will enable us to address possible mission risk while simultaneously 
ensuring the proper balance between the federal and contractor workforces. Further, the BWS Tool, an 
automated survey that leads a component official through the analysis process of the Department’s contracts 
and mission needs, is a key element of our strategy to reduce expenditures on professional services contracts in 
order to more effectively and efficiently achieve our mission. 

Additionally, the Department’s FY 2012 budget request includes a $106 million cut to professional services 
contracts across the Department, demonstrating our commitment to better managing contracts and ensuring the 
appropriate mix of personnel. 


I will continue to work closely with the Under Secretary for Management and his staff to ensure we have the 
appropriate level of resources to manage both our federal and contractor workforces and the implementation of 
the BWS. 
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Financial Statements 


Question: Since its establishment, DHS has been unable to obtain an unqualified or “clean” audit opinion on its 
financial statements. While progress has been made in eliminating deficiencies across the Department, for 
fiscal year 2010, the independent auditor identified six material weaknesses in DHS’s internal control over 
financial reporting. GAO has also reported that DHS’s financial management interna! control weaknesses 
impede the Department from providing reliable, timely, and useful financial data to support daily operational 
decision making. What steps has DHS taken to get a clean audit opinion on its financial statements and how 
will the Department work with components, particularly the U.S. Coast Guard, to eliminate barriers to 
achieving this goal? 

ANSWER: DHS has made significant progress improving internal controls over financial reporting. From FY 
2005-2010, DHS has reduced the number of audit qualifications from 10 to 1 and Department-wide material 
weaknesses in internal controls over financial reporting by more than half The number of Component 
conditions contributing to material weaknesses has gone from 25 to 9. We continue to work toward completing 
a full-scope audit on the financial statements, and I am personally committed to obtaining a qualified audit 
opinion on the Consolidated Balance Sheet and Statement of Custodial Activity in fiscal year 2011. 

The Department’s Acting Chief Financial Officer (CFO) is actively engaged with senior management and staff 
at each Component, overseeing corrective actions to ensure continued progress. Management has developed a 
Balance Sheet Strategy document to outline material line items and management’s approach to ensure controls 
are in place to prevent and/or detect and correct material misstatements. As part of this strategy, management 
has solicited, coordinated, and incorporated initiatives, objectives, key strategies, and risks from multiple offices 
within the Department as well as the Components. 

The Office of the CFO will continue to partner with the USCG to implement the corrective actions published in 
the USCG Financial Strategy for Transformation and Audit Readiness (FSTAR). These actions will allow 
USCG management to provide financial reporting representations on selected balance sheet line item balances 
as of September 30, 2011, to support our goal of obtaining a qualified balance sheet opinion in the near term. 

Transformation and System Consolidation 

Question: What is the current status of the Department’s program for consolidating its disparate financial 
management systems, known as the Transformation and Systems Consolidation (TASC) initiative? 

ANSWER: The modernization of the Department's financial, acquisition and asset systems remains a key 
priority for DHS. Over the past year, the TASC program has seen great progress: the Department awarded the 
Indefinite Delivery, Indefinite Quantity (IDIQ) contract and first task order, the first tangible steps in 
implementing the TASC solution within DHS. The Department established a TASC Executive Steering 
Committee, chaired by the Under Secretary for Management, to govern the program and promote the vision; 
and the Department created a unified TASC Program Management Office (PMO) comprised of staff members 
and detaiiees from the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) and Offices of the Chief Financial 
Officer (CFO), Chief Information Officer (CIO). Chief Procurement Officer (CPO), and Chief Administrative 
Officer (CAO) to manage and oversee the integrated financial, asset, and acquisition solution implementation. 

On November 1 9, 20 1 0 DHS issued a contract for the TASC program. However, on March 9, 20 1 1 DHS 
received the decision from the GAO that while two protests to the TASC contract had been dismissed, one had 
been upheld. In light of the GAO ruling a stop work order was issued for the TASC IDIQ contract and for the 
first task order on that contract. We are currently assessing GAO’s findings and recommendations to determine 
the appropriate way forward. 
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Question: What challenges does DHS face in implementing TASC, and what actions will you take to ensure 
the success of this program? 

ANSWER: See answer to the previous question. 

Possible Interference with the Global Positioning System 

Question: Reliable and consistent precision location from the national Global Positioning System is critical to 
the public safety response systems at all levels of government. This January, the Federal Communications 
Commission granted conditional approval for a company to build a new ground-based system of up to 40,000 
high-power transmission towers across the nation for next-generation wireless internet access. That system 
would use part of the “L” band of the radio frequency spectrum, which is adjacent to the frequency used by the 
DOD Global Positioning Satellites and millions of federal, state, local government and commercial users. 

I understand that some federal agencies have formally raised concerns about the potential for interference to the 
Global Positioning System (GPS) LI band as a result of placing this new wireless system on the adjacent 
frequency. Could you tell us how this issue affects your Department? Could you indicate how this issue might 
impact state and local first responders to disasters and other emergencies? What plans does your Department 
have to participate in the unfolding process that FCC will use to resolve this issue of potential GPS 
interference? 

ANSWER: The Department is participating with the National Space-Based Positioning, Navigation, and 
Timing Engineering Forum in the LightSquared interference testing. Some of the Department’s direct activities 
include assisting in the identification of various GPS receivers to be tested in a chamber at White Sands Missile 
Range; and in the identification of various GPS subject-matter experts to serve on or support the engineering 
team conducting receiver tests, which are expected to deliver results by mid-June 2011. 

DHS is also partnering with external agencies to evaluate the potential effects of GPS interference on other 
systems in the targeted band, such as the Inmarsat satellite network. The Department continues to work in 
collaboration with bodies such as the Emergency Communications Preparedness Center and the 
Interdepartmental Radio Advisory Committee (IRAC) to derive additional feedback from other Federal 
agencies and promulgate requests for information on this issue. 

The Federal Communications Commission had conditioned the initial Lightsquared waiver based upon 
determination of the potential for interference to GPS. As part of this waiver the FCC required that a working 
group be set up to look at interference to GPS. The group is co-chaired by LightSquared and the U.S. GPS 
Industry council. Federal agencies are participating in this working group to conduct analysis of the 
Lightsquared proposal and its potential impact upon established terrestrial networks. DHS has provided 
representation to this working group as part of the coordinated Federal analysis effort. This most recent request 
by Lightsquared and modification order proposes to allow terrestrial-only handset deployment that was not part 
of the initial request. This change must be evaluated to fully comprehend the potential impact in the frequency 
bands (targeted and adjacent). The FCC has stated that the waiver process will be complete once the 
Commission, after consultation with NTIA, concludes that the harmful interference concerns have been 
resolved and sends a letter to LighlSquared stating that the process is complete. 

Security Advisory Opinion Process 

Question: As you know, the interagency Security Advisory Opinion (SAO) process was established to assist 
Department of State (DOS) consular officers in the adjudication of visa applications by individuals falling into 
five distinct categories of national security or foreign policy interest. In the course of my official travels, I have 
encountered concerns about the lack of discretion that consular officers have in determining whether to initiate 
an SAO request; the lengthy delays in visa processing lhat the process entails; and the diplomatic implications 
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of these delays, particularly for individuals invited to the United States through Department of State-sponsored 
exchange programs and foreign dignitaries visiting on official business. 

In August 2009, my staff requested a briefing from the DHS Office of Policy about the SAO process, and at the 
time the briefers acknowledged that the Department recognized the potentially negative delays and was working 
to improve processing times. Specifically, DHS staff cited significant improvements in the processing times for 
the “Mantis” category of SAOs (for high-tech visa applicants) and a significant reduction in the backlog of 
“Donkey” SAOs (for potential security risks) pending for more than 30 days. Have these positive trends 
continued since 2009? Can you provide information about the average wait times and current number of 
applications pending for more than 30 days, across all SAO categories? 

ANSWER: Since the August 2009 briefing received by your staff, DHS has coordinated with interagency 
stakeholders to address SAO wait times. The solutions piloted by DHS and the Department of State (DOS) in 
partnership with interagency stakeholders have successfully reduced wait times and the SAO backlog. Working 
closely with all interagency stakeholders, DHS and DOS have led an effort to further enhance the piloted 
solutions to address the recent backlog. These new enhancements are currently being evaluated and if validated, 
they will eliminate the backlog and will significantly reduce wait times. DHS respectfially defers to DOS for 
information regarding average wait times and number of applications pending for more than 30 days. 

Question: In the August 2009 briefing, DHS staff also identified interagency coordination as a significant 
barrier to reducing SAO wait times, citing in particular the need for every agency involved in the SAO working 
group to affirmatively clear an individual’s name before a visa can be granted. What steps have been taken to 
improve interagency coordination in the SAO process? Is it your judgment that the current level of human and 
technological resources being deployed to the SAO program is sufficient? What changes to policy would 
permit the interagency coordination aspect of the SAO process to become more efficient? Please identify any 
hindrances to such changes in policy. 

ANSWER: Since the August 2009 briefing received by your staff, DHS has coordinated closely with 
interagency stakeholders to address SAO wait times. Each agency’s participation in the SAO process is 
necessary to ensure the most efficient and comprehensive security screening is in place. The solutions piloted 
by DHS and DOS in partnership with interagency stakeholders have successfully reduced wait times and the 
SAO backlog. Working closely with all interagency stakeholders, DHS and DOS have led an effort to further 
enhance the piloted solutions to address the recent backlog. These new enhancements are currently being 
evaluated and if validated, they will eliminate the backlog and will significantly reduce wait times. The recent 
enhancements that have been made to SAG process have been carried out with existing human and 
technological resources. Interagency stakeholders will continue to carefully assess revisions that have been 
made to the SAO process, but no policy changes are necessary at this time. 

Question: Are there additional steps that might be taken to improve coordination with U.S. Embassies 
overseas, such as an expedited or alternative processing process for individuals participating in DOS-sponsored 
programs? Has DHS considered, in conjunction with DOS, granting consular officers greater discretion over 
whether or not to initiate an SAO request? 

ANSWER; DHS has been coordinating closely with DOS and interagency stakeholders to address SAO wail 
times. The solutions piloted by DHS and DOS in partnership with interagency stakeholders have successfully 
reduced wait times and the SAO backlog. Recent enhancements to the piloted solutions are currently being 
evaluated and if validated, they will eliminate the backlog and will significantly reduce wait times, alleviating 
any need for expedited or alternative processing. Mission critical visa cases may be expedited at any point in the 
process. It is important to note that DOS consular officers have full discretion to initiate an SAO for any visa 
case when they feel it is warranted, but that there are also mandatory SAOs for watchlist matches and other 
security related programs. 
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National Security Entry Exit Registration System 

Question: As you know, the National Security Entry Exit Registration System (NSHERS) requires certain non- 
immigrant visa holders to undergo a special registration process upon their entry to, and exit from, the United 
States. During the course of my official travels, I have also encountered concerns about the lengthy wait times 
experienced by individuals subjected to the NSEERS process; the uncertainty surrounding the criteria used to 
flag NSEERS participants; and the diplomatic implications of the program, particularly for individuals invited 
to the United States through Department of State-sponsored exchange programs and foreign dignitaries visiting 
on official business. 

Can you provide information about the average processing times experienced by NSEERS participants upon 
their arrival to U.S. ports of entry? What specific steps is DHS taking to improve NSEERS special registration 
times? 

ANSWER: The Department of Homeland Security (DHS) will end the National Security Entry-Exit 
Registration System (NSEERS) registration process—a critical step forward in the Department’s ongoing 
efforts to eliminate redundancies, streamline the collection of data for citizens entering or exiting the United 
States, and enhance the capabilities of our security personnel working every day to secure our nation from the 
threats we face. 

DHS published a notice in the Federal Register removing the list of countries whose nationals have been subject 
to National Security Entry-Exit Registration System (NSEERS) registration — effectively ending a costly and 
inefficient registration process that has become redundant as we have improved and expanded existing systems 
to now automatically and more effectively capture the same information that was being manually collected via 
NSEERS. 

Since NSEERS was first implemented in 2002, our targeting abilities have evolved and we have implemented 
more robust, risk-based, and intelligence-driven targeting processes. When NSEERS was implemented, DHS 
received most of its information about an individual when he or she arrived at a port of entry. Today, DHS has 
the ability to obtain information about an individual before he or she departs for the United States. These and 
many other improvements to our information collection, sharing, and analysis capabilities have allowed us to 
better address current threats and reduce operational burdens — providing more integrated yet flexible options 
for screening individuals for potential ties to terrorism and transnational crime before they enter the United 
States. 

Question: What level of coordination exists between DHS and the Department of State on the NSEERS 
process? Is there any mechanism through which DOS can request NSEERS waivers or expedited processing in 
the case of individuals invited to visit the United States through DOS-sponsored programs? 

ANSWER: As previously stated, the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) will end the National Security 
Entry-Exit Registration System (NSEERS) registration process. 

Question: In light of the significant enhancements in visa and traveler screening processes since NSEERS was 
instituted immediately following 9/11, including US-VISIT at consular posts and at entry points, SEVIS, 
mandatory API/PNR submissions, enhanced secondar>’ processing capabilities, and other measures, is NSEERS 
still a necessary security layer? 

ANSWER: As previously stated, the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) will end the National Security 
Entry-Exit Registration System (NSEERS) registration process. 
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THE HONORABLE John Carter 


Secretary Napolitano 

Committee on Appropriations-Subcommittee on Homeland Security 
FY 2012 DHS Budget Request 
March 2, 201 1 


National Domestic Preparedness Consortium (NDPC) 

Question: The requested amount for the National Domestic Prepm'edness Consortium (NDPC) for FY12 is 35% 
below FY 1 0 funding. For the past six years. Congress has had to raise funding for the NDPC to its authorized 
level for this critical national security program. From this reduction, it appears that the nation’s preparedness, 
as well as our emergency responders, would suffer. For this reason, if you have not requested NDPC funding at 
the authorized level, can you tell us why you did not? 

ANSWER: The FY 2012 President’s Budget is consistent with the FY 2010 and FY 2011 proposals, and the 
resources requested are sufficient to meet training needs. States are assuming increased responsibility for 
awareness level, refresher, and sustainment training that will allow our institutional partners to focus resources 
on more advanced, specialized training consistent with their respective expertise. Furthermore, States are 
permitted to support hazard-specific training efforts with SHSP and UASl grant programs funds, both of which 
were increased in the FY 2012 budget request. 
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Border Search Authority 

Question: There are those who say that Customs and Border Patrol no longer uses Border Search Authority to 
its fullest extent; as such much enforcement impact related to contraband shipments is lost. How do you define 
Border Search Authority today? 

ANSWER: ; All persons, baggage, conveyances, and merchandise arriving at and departing from the United 
States are subject to inspection and search by Customs and Border Protection (CBP) officers and Border Patrol 
Agents. Immigration and Customs Enforcement ^ents and U.S. Coast Guard officers who are also deemed 
customs officers have authority to exercise border search authority as well. Various laws authorize such 
searches, such as 19 U.S.C. § 482, § 1461, § 1496, § 1499, § 1581, and § 1582; 31 U.S.C. § 53 1 7 (relating to 
currency and other monetary instruments); and 22 U.S.C. § 401 (relating to exports). A border search can take 
place at the actual border or at the functional equivalent of the border, such as at an airport where an 
international flight lands and during extended border searches. 

Question: Can you tell me how border search authority is applied in today’s border environment, how it has 
evolved over the years, and what new “rules of engagement”, if any, apply today? 

ANSWER: CBP uses various means to identify persons, baggage, conveyances and merchandise for further 
examination, including law enforcement data, intelligence, special operations, observational skills, behavior 
detection, and random compliance exams. CBP uses available data to identify high risk travelers and cargo for 
additional scrutiny. As data and analysis capabilities continue to improve, CBP's targeting ability to identify 
and interdict potential violations has also improved. 

Question: For some time, Border Search Authority was used to stretch the ‘elasticity’ of the border for such 
purposes as monitoring controlled contraband deliveries. Does DHS still use Border Search Authority in that 
context and, if not, why not? 

ANSWER: Yes, Customs and Border Protection and Immigration and Customs Enforcement, in close 
coordination and cooperation, continue to conduct controlled deliveries of all types of contraband and other 
such investigative activities as permitted by their border search authorities. 

Corruption on Border 

Question: Some of us have heard from various reliable sources, over time, that there continues to be a 
significant level of corruption among uniformed Customs and Border Patrol personnel on the Southwest Border. 
Do you consider this a significant problem, and do you believe that a majority of the “bad apples” are caught? 
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ANSWER: Maintaining the integrity of CBP’s workforce is a top priority for CBP as well as the Department. 
CBP takes all allegations of corruption seriously and we will identify, investigate and prosecute those involved. 
The President’s FY 2012 Budget requests resources to enhance CBP’s polygraph program and ensure timely 
background and periodic reinvestigations as mandated by the Anti-Border Corruption Act of 2010 while 
maintaining all other aspects of CBP's integrity programs. The FY 2012 Budget request would also allows CBP 
to increase the number of investigators in the Office of Internal Affairs, further strengthening CBP’s 
investigative efforts. 

Question: I believe that there has been a long-standing rule among ICE Special Agent persormel that they 
carmot be hired to work in the same areas that are their hometown areas. On the other hand, CPB uniformed 
personnel can be hired and work in their hometown areas, I believe. If this is accurate, is this not a flawed 
policy based on the corruption issue and, if not, why not? 

ANSWER: Maintaining the integrity of the workforce is a top priority for the Department. ICE’s Office of 
Professional Responsibility (OPR) investigates allegations of criminal and serious misconduct, including 
mismanagement and alleged corruption by ICE and CBP employees. Additionally, OPR conducts field delivered 
integrity trainings to ICE employees in order to educate employees regarding standards of integrity. 

OPR is also responsible for managing the personnel security and suitability program for ICE. This program 
entails adjudicating ICE background investigations. In addition, OPR issues ICE security clearances and 
screens potential ICE employees and contractors for character and suitability, both prior to employment and 
through periodic reinvestigations. 

Neither ICE nor CBP has a policy or rule prohibiting new hires from working in their hometown areas. Both 
ICE and CBP assign personnel to locations based on the latest risk analyses, strategic planning, and mission 
requirements. 

DHS takes all allegations of corruption seriously and we will identify, investigate and prosecute those involved. 
The FY 2012 budget request provides resources to enhance CBP’s polygraph program and ensure timely 
background and periodic reinvestigations as mandated by the Anti-Border Corruption Act of 2010 while 
maintaining all other aspects of CBP’s integrity programs. The FY 2012 budget request also allows CBP to 
increase the number of investigators in its Office of Internal Affairs, further strengthening CBP’s investigative 
efforts. 


Alien Smuggling 

Question: As you know, alien smuggling on the Southwest Border continues to be a significant problem. 
GAO has made recommendations to DHS which would, or could, aid in the investigations of alien smuggling. 
From what 1 can tell, it is still somewhat unclear as to how much progress has been made in implementing the 
recommendations. Recognizing that you don’t want to disclose any specifics in an open forum, can you give 
me a general idea about the enhancements you have made in this category of enforcement over the last year? 

ANSWER: The answer to the question is Law Enforcement Sensitive and will be transmitted under separate 
cover. 
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SBlnet 


Question: Your announcement of January !4 ended the SBInet program, yet it endorsed the "Integrated Fixed 
Towers" that are the heart of SBInet and indicated the Department intended to buy 52 more integrated fixed 
towers for Arizona, on top of the 1 5 that are already there. These additional towers are for some of the most 
problematical areas, but you postponed the purchase of these towers until FY 2012 and delivery isn't expected 
until Jan-Mar 2013. Why don't we move ahead aggressively and build towers now? 

ANSWER: The new border security technology plan will utilize existing, proven technology tailored to the 
distinct terrain and population density of each border region, including commercially available Mobile 
Surveillance Systems, Unmanned Aircraft Systems, thermal imaging devices, and tower-based Remote Video 
Surveillance Systems. Where appropriate, this plan will also incorporate already existing elements of the 
former SBIne/ program that have proven successful, such as stationary radar and infrared and optical sensor 
towers. We used our FY 201 1 funding to procure the highest priority technologies and are proceeding with 
procurements in the order in which they have been prioritized by the Border Patrol. Overall, the plan will result 
in faster deployment of technology and better linkage between operations and technology, complementing the 
Administration’s unprecedented investments in manpower, infrastructure and resources to secure the Southwest 
Border. 


TSA - Screening Partnership Program 

Question: TSA Administrator Pistole recently announced that he was not going to expand the Screening 
Partnership Program (SPP). Why was this decision made? 

ANSWER: Shortly after being confirmed. Administrator Pistole conducted a review of TSA’s policies 
and programs with the goal of helping the agency evolve into a more agile, high-performing organization 
that can meet the security threats of today and the future. As pari of this overall agency review. 
Administrator Pistole examined the contractor screening program and decided to continue privatized 
screening operations at the current 16 airports, but not to expand the privatized screening program beyond 
the current size. TSA is open to new, iimovative ideas to manage operations more efficiently, while 
maintaining our high standards and meeting the threats of today and the future. TSA is developing a new 
application process to incorporate the Administrator’s vision for the Agency and requesting airport 
applicants to present a compelling business case for why TSA should accept them into the Screening 
Partnership Program. If a situation arises where utilizing SPP could be beneficial, the administrator may 
consider expanding the program. 
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TSA - Screening Passengers bv Observation Techpiques 

Question: When will DHS be providing an independent evaluation of the Screening Passengers by 
Observation Techniques’ (SPOT) methodologies and effectiveness? Should additional funding be allocated to 
the program prior to its evaluation? Why? 

ANSWER: SPOT builds on and is based on other established, successful behavioral analysis programs that 
have been employed by law enforcement and security personnel both in the U.S. and around the world. The 
Department of Homeland Security’s (DHS) Science and Technology Directorate (S&T) is leading a 
comprehensive study to validate the screening accuracy of the Transportation Security Administration's (TSA) 
SPOT program. Data collection was completed by TSA in late 2010 and provided to the American Institutes 
for Research for analysis and reporting. The validation study report is scheduled to be delivered to DHS S&T 
on April 1 5, 20 1 1 . It will then have to be approved through their approval process before final delivery to TSA, 
DHS S&T is scheduled to testify before the House Science, Space, and Technology Committee, Subcommittee 
on Investigations and Oversight on this topic on April 6*. Preliminary briefings on the validation study data 
indicated that SPOT produced significantly greater results than random selection, well above the standard to be 
considered statistically significant. 

TSA believes additional funding for SPOT should be allocated consistent with the President’s FY 2012 budget 
request, which contains $263.9 million to support Behavior Detection Officers, including 350 new positions for 
deployment to airports, providing a non-intrusive means of identifying individuals who may pose a risk of 
terrorism or criminal activity. Additionally, TS A’s risk analysis of SPOT indicates that the program can be 
effective in multiple threat scenarios and expanding the SPOT program increases TSA’s ability to adapt to the 
evolving threat. S&T completed an authoritative analysis on suicide bomber and terrorist indicators in July 
2009. DHS S&T further compared these indicators against criminal indicators. The indicators, whether 
terrorist, suicide bomber, or criminal are essentially the same. Lastly, these indicators, when compared to the 
SPOT indicator criteria show a very high correlation that illustrates a very high degree of overlap between 
operationally reported suicide bomber/terrorist indicators and TSA SPOT behaviors. As such, SPOT represents 
the best practices from defense, intelligence, and law enforcement organizations. 

TSA - Baggage Screening Systems 

Question: Are you aware of Department cost savings when comparing TSA airport personnel costs with the 
price of a new baggage screen system? 

ANSWER: TSA has received mandates to expedite the installation and use of in-line baggage screening 
equipment. These mandates are included in the Century of Aviation Reauthorization Act (P.L. 108-176), which 
established the Aviation Security Capital Fund, and the Intelligence Reform and Terrorism Prevention Act of 
2004 as well as annual appropriations bills. 

During FY 201 1, TSA expects to complete in-line baggage screening systems that required the investment of 
approximately $152 million to purchase and install Explosive Detection System (EDS) units which are 
generally expected to have a useful life averaging ten years. Additionally, TSA provided approximately $275 
million to airports to modify their facilities in order to accommodate these in-line systems. TSA estimates that 
the systems will result in annual savings of approximately 165 FTE ($10 million) beginning in FY 2012. 

Question: Please detail the current plan and framework for updating baggage screening systems in airports 
across the country. 

ANSWER: TSA is committed to the recapitalization and deployment of state-of-the-art explosive detection 
systems for checked baggage to efficiently screen baggage for explosives, reducing the number of re-scans and 
physical bag searches. The TSA’s Electronic Baggage Screening Program (EBSP), which includes Explosives 
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Detection Systems (EDS) and Explosive Trace Detection, is a mixed-lifecycle acquisition program working 
towards optimal screening solutions for checked baggage inspection systems at airports across the country. 

The FY 20 1 2 budget request also proposes to permit TSA the use of fees collected in the Aviation Security 
Capital Fund for the purchase and installation of EDS equipment. 

For machines not recapitalized in the short term, efforts are underway to upgrade the systems to meet TSA’s 
evolving detection standards. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE Nita M. Lowey 


Secretary Napolitano 

Committee on Appropriations-Subcommittee on Homeland Security 
FY 2012 DHS Budget Request 
March 2,2011 


Air Cargo Screening 

Question: What is the status of implementing 100 percent screening on all cargo on passenger aircraft? And on 
all air cargo in general? 

ANSWER: The Transportation Security Administration (TSA) met the 100 percent air cargo screening 
provision of the 9/11 Act in August 2010 for flights departing U.S. airports. Today, 100 percent of high risk 
cargo on international flights bound for the United States is prohibited from being transported on passenger 
aircraft and goes through enhanced security procedures before being shipped on all cargo aircraft. DHS and 
TSA recently announced a proposed deadline of December 31, 201 1 for industry to screen 100 percent of air 
cargo on international inbound passenger aircraft- two years earlier than previously anticipated. 

DHS is also working closely with industry and international partners to expedite the receipt of advanced cargo 
data for international flights to the United States prior to departure in order to identify and screen items based 
on risk and current intelligence before they are airborne. In December 201 0, CBP, TSA, and the air cargo 
industry launched a new joint technology pilot project to enhance the sharing of electronic shipping information 
to improve the identification of high-risk shipments. 

Further, in January, I announced a new partnership with the World Customs Organization to enlist other 
nations, international bodies and the private sector in increasing the security of the global supply chain — 
outlining a series of new initiatives to make the system stronger, smarter and more resilient. 

Question: What nations are not being cooperative as you seek to Implement better cargo screening procedures? 

ANSWER; The Transportation Security Administration (TSA) is working with its international partners to 
strengthen global air cargo security standards and promote supply chain security practices throu^ bilateral and 
multilateral agreements with foreign governments and regional associations and participation in efforts led by 
international organizations, including the International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO). 

Interoperability Grants 

Question: Can you identify the gains state and local governments have made in increasing first responder 
communications capabilities to justify eliminating the Interoperability Grant program in your budget request? 

ANSWER: State and local governments have used Interoperable Emergency Communications Grant Program 
(lECGP) awards to fund Statewide Interoperability Coordinators, develop Statewide Communication 
Interoperability Plans and periodic updates, and meet the strategic goals of the National Emergency 
Communications Plan. The State Homeland Security Program allows for funding of similar efforts to promote 
interoperability; therefore, the FY 2012 President’s Budget proposes to consolidate lECGP into the broader 
grant program in order to maximize the ability of state decision-makers to set priorities and to reduce the 
administrative burden associated with applying for and managing numerous individual grants. 
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Advanced Imaging Technology 

Question: What progress is being made to ensure that every terminal at our most travelled airports have the 
latest screening technology operational, including AIT machines? 

ANSWER: TSA is committed to strengthening aviation security through the development of intelligence- 
driven, risk-based screening protocols. The deployment of Advanced Imaging Technology (AIT) units is an 
important aspect of this effort. To date, TSA has deployed 486 AIT units to 78 airports across the nation and 
continues to identify additional airports based on risk, readiness, and operational suitability- pending a FY 201 1 
appropriation. Planned deployments in the President’s FY 201 1 and FY 2012 budget requests will extend 
coverage so that approximately 80 percent of domestic air passengers could be screened by an AIT. 

TSA uses multiple layers of security to protect the traveling public and the Nation’s transportation system. In 
addition to AIT, other layers include intelligence gathering and analysis, checking passenger manifests against 
watch lists, random canine team searches at airports. Federal Air Marshals, Federal Flight Deck Officers and 
security measures both seen and unseen. 


Intelligence Sharing 

Question: What has the Intelligence Community learned since the breakdowns related to Umar Farouk 
Abdulmutallab, Faizal Shazad and last year’s air cargo scare to better coordinate and share information? 

ANSWER: The sharing of information between DHS and the IC has improved significantly since the 
December 25, 2009, attempted terrorist attack on Northwest Flight 253. Enhanced internal DHS threat 
coordination functions as well as strengthened partnerships with the FBI and NCTC, have contributed to an 
institutional and interagency environment that encourages information sharing to take place. 

Information sharing and coordination between DHS and the IC is improving through the DHS Threat Task 
Force (DTTF), a small, select group of analysts with representation from across the Department and access to 
data at both the classified and unclassified levels. Using DHS data sets, the DTTF generates lead information 
for dissemination to the IC and supports DHS Component operations. The DTTF has leveraged the strength of 
the entire DHS Intelligence Enterprise to inform DHS operational decisions in response to evolving threat 
information, as well as provided DHS leadership visibility into the full extent of DHS support to FBI field 
investigations. 

Additionally, in 2010, DHS in conjunction with the FBI, launched the Watchlist Service, a computerized system 
that facilitates the transmission of data from the Terrorist Screening Database, operated by the FBI's Terrorist 
Screening Center, to DHS in real time. In addition to bolstering security, this system also achieves efficiencies 
by creating a centralized service for transmitting information to DHS instead of maintaining separate 
connections to multiple DHS offices. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE Lucille Roybal-Allard 


Secretary Janet Napolitano 

Committee on Appropriations-Subcommittee on Homeland Security 
FY 2012 DHS Budget Request 
March 2,2011 


State ImmigratioD Laws 


Question: Following Arizona's example, a host of other states may soon pass harsh anti-immigrant laws in the 
mold of SB 1070. While I share the sense of frustration over our failure to enact comprehensive immigration 
reform, Fm concerned about this state-by-state approach which does not resolve our national immigration 
challenges. What would be the impact of a patchwork of conflicting state immigration statutes on your 
Department’s efforts to enforce federal immigration law? 

ANSWER: As the President has stated, our broken immigration system can only be fixed through a 
comprehensive solution that strengthens border security, modernizes our immigration laws and enforcement 
mechanisms, and sensibly and pragmatically deals with those who are already here. 

As the Supreme Court has recognized, the authority to control immigration is vested exclusively in the Federal 
government. A patchwork system in which states create different restrictions and penalties based on 
immigration status will make enforcing the nation’s immigration laws in a consistent and effective manner 
much more difficult and inefficient. 

Engaging with the Muslim Community 

Question: I am concerned by recent efforts to single-out American Muslims by questioning their patriotism. 
According to a recent UNC study, since September 1 1th, the American Muslim community has been the 
“largest single source of tips’’ on potential terror plots. Sheriff Lee Baca from Los Angeles has also said that 
positive relationships with the Muslim community are critical to the fight against terrorism. Do you agree? 

ANSWER: The fact that A1 Qaeda and its allies are targeting American Muslim communities for recruitment 
makes it critical that DHS and the rest of the Federal Government partner with those communities to counter 
violent extremism. We are working to mitigate the factors that may lead to violent extremism by identifying and 
conducting outreach to communities in which an element of the population may be at risk for recruitment by 
terrorist organizations or radicalization. We are directly engaging with these communities by holding regular 
regional discussions with law enforcement, religious organizations, and community groups in a number of cities 
to discuss how to best confront radicalization in their communities. 

Question: What efforts have you undertaken to engage with the Muslim community? 

ANSWER: Engagement with American Muslim communities happens across the Department. Our 
engagement efforts in this area are led by the DHS Office for Civil Rights and Civil Liberties (CRCL), whose 
Community Engagement Section responds to community civil rights concerns and provides information on 
DHS programs, activities, and issues by building trust and establishing a routine process for communication and 
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coordination with diverse community leaders and organizations. Regular roundtables bringing together DHS 
officials with community leaders, including American Arab and Muslim leaders, are currently held in nine 
metropolitan areas; Washington, DC; Chicago, IL; Los Angeles, CA; Boston, MA; Detroit, MI; Columbus, OH; 
Seattle, WA; Atlanta, GA; and Minneapolis, MN. In addition, CRCL sponsors dozens of townhalls and 
engagement events across the country. In recent months, CRCL has sponsored events in Dallas, TX; San 
Antonio, TX; Albuquerque, NM; Tucson, AZ; Cleveland, OH; Portland, ME; Raleigh, NC; Fremont, CA; San 
Diego, CA; San Jose, CA; Portland, OR; New York City; Hartford, CT; Tampa, FL; and Kingston, Rl. All told, 
CRCL participates in well over 100 community events each year involving Muslim communities, providing 
information, addressing concerns, and promoting avenues to atklress grievances. In addition, CRCL has 
sponsored several youth summits with young American Muslim leaders. 

Other efforts that supplement the regular roundtable events include an incident community coordination team to 
facilitate rapid federal government official engagement with American Arab, Muslim, Sikh, South Asian, 
Middle Eastern, and Somali community leaders in the aftermath of relevant homeland security incidents. CRCL 
coordinates the calls, which include representatives from all relevant DHS offices, as well as partners at the 
White House Office of Public Engagement, the DOJ Civil Rights Division, the FBI, the National 
Counterterrorism Center (NCTC), and the Department of State, as appropriate. 

Other offices have also undertaken sustained engagement efforts. For example, the Homeland Security 
Advisory Council (HSAC) coordinated a series of stakeholder meetings regarding the CVE working group 
recommendations in coordination with DOJ. The series of regional summits/meetings began in the fall of 20 1 0 
with state and local law enforcement, government, and community leaders to discuss successful community- 
oriented policing and other crime reduction programs. Meetings have been held in: Los Angeles, CA; Dearborn, 
MI; Chicago, IL; and Minneapolis, MN. 

In addition, the U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services Office of Citizenship, which provides federal 
leadership with the tools and resources to proactively foster immigrant integration and vested citizenship, 
pursues engagement with many immigrant communities, including Muslim immigrant communities. Specific 
initiatives include: 

• Developing educational products, training and outreach initiatives, and online resources that help 
immigrants pursue citizenship. 

• Providing community-based organizations and other integration stakeholders with tools and resources to 
expand citizenship-related services in communities and promote integration and social cohesion. 

• Supporting the Domestic Policy Council-led interagency working group on the Federal role of 
immigrant integration, primarily by developing recommendations to strengthen Federal support of 
immigrant civic and community engagement. 

Question: Can you explain the importance of not alienating Muslim Americans to preventing terror attacks? 

ANSWER: Our basic approach to domestic violent extremism recognizes that homeland security begins with 
hometown security. All Americans play a role in ensuring our security, and the communities whose young 
people are targeted by terrorist recruiters are best placed to recognize the threat and push back. We are working 
to mitigate the factors that may lead to violent extremism by identifying and conducting outreach to 
communities in which an element of the population may be at risk for recruitment by terrorist organizations or 
radicalization. We are directly engaging with these communities by holding regular regional discussions with 
law enforcement, religious organizations, and community groups in a number of cities to discuss how to best 
confront radicalization in their communities. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE John W. Olver 


Sec. Janet Napolitano 

Committee on Appropriations-Subcommittee on Homeland Security 
FY 2012 DHS Budget Request 
March 2,2011 


Immigration Reform 

Question: I have heard stories from individuals in my district ~ young men and women who were brought to 
this country when they were children or even infants. Who were raised thinking they were American citizens, 
only to discover the truth when they tried to obtain a driver’s license or apply for college. One of these young 
women was able to adjust her status and is now a full American citizen. As a citizen, she is allowed to apply for 
adjustment of status for her parents, but not for her younger brother. Is there any hope for individuals like this 
young man? 

ANSWER: Without more of the facts and circumstances of the particular situation described, it is difficult to 
provide specific information. 

This is one of the many examples why Congress needs to take up reforms to our immigration system to address 
long-standing, systemic problems with our immigration laws. President Obama is firm in his commitment to 
advancing comprehensive immigration reform, and Fm personally looking forward to working with Congress to 
move the ball forward. 





Wednesday, March 9, 2011. 


U.S. CUSTOMS AND BORDER PROTECTION 
WITNESS 

ALAN BERSIN, COMMISSIONER, U.S. CUSTOMS AND BORDER PROTEC- 
TION 


Opening Statement: Chairman Aderholt 

Mr. Aderholt. The hearing is called to order. 

This morning we welcome Alan Bersin, Commissioner of U.S. 
Customs and Border Protection, as we consider the President’s fis- 
cal year 2012 budget request to secure our borders and facilitate 
lawful travel and trade. Commissioner, we thank you for being 
here, and we look forward to hearing your testimony this morning. 

CBP has experienced dramatic growth in the past 8 years. Today 
it is the largest agency within the Department of Homeland Secu- 
rity, with a budget of $11.8 billion and a workforce of nearly 
60,000. Given the significance of CBP’s mission to our Nation’s se- 
curity and prosperity, and considering the continuing threats we 
face. Congress has certainly provided robust resources. Going for- 
ward, we expect to see results for those investments. 

Commissioner, at a time of financial crisis, the American people 
are demanding responsible budgets and accountability for every 
dollar spent. That is why I am pleased to see your budget pledges 
to cut costs and put a priority on frontline operations. As I said be- 
fore, these are also priorities of this Subcommittee. 

I am, however, concerned that the President’s request for CBP 
includes undefined efficiencies and administrative savings that will 
likely impact operations. For example, the request cuts $60 million 
from air and marine personnel and assets which will likely reduce 
surveillance of the Southwest border. It also reduces overtime flexi- 
bility for CBP officers by $20 million that will likely increase wait 
times at ports of entry. I am not convinced that this request sta- 
bilizes CBP’s budget to sustain the workforce, much less support 
investments in technology, infrastructure, and assets needed to 
meet the mission. 

Commissioner, during this time of fiscal crisis, there are two 
things we need: truth in budgeting and clear results. First, let’s 
tackle truth in budgeting. 

Those so-called efficiencies and savings I mentioned earlier, in 
addition to program reductions, account for $330 million. While 
some proposals represent real savings, the rest are merely budget 
fiction. Operations will suffer and true needs will be deferred. 

The President’s request also proposed a hypothetical increase to 
customs user fees of $55 million for fiscal year 2012. Authorizing 
legislation would be needed to require passengers entering the U.S. 
from Canada and Mexico to pay the fee. If not enacted, history tells 

( 163 ) 
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us these changes are difficult to enact, CBP will likely expect this 
Subcommittee to fill that $55 million hole. 

The second thing we need is results, a clear understanding of 
how your request supports operational needs. The United States in- 
vested billions in Southwest border operations in recent years 
across law enforcement agencies but, in particular, in CBP. We are 
scheduled to hear from Field Operations and Border Patrol next 
week on detailed operations; but today. Commissioner, I look for- 
ward to having a clear understanding of how you will define oper- 
ational control of the border and your plan to get there. 

Equally significant, this Subcommittee is particularly pleased to 
have the esteemed Mr. Price. He has invested in CBP’s strategy to 
push out the border, and I would like to hear how this request sup- 
ports CBP’s overseas operations to secure trade and travel to the 
United States. 

The American public demands straightforward answers to our 
border security efforts. Truth in budgeting and transparency with 
respect to operational needs are essential in this fiscal climate. I 
appreciate you appearing before us today, before this Sub- 
committee, and thank you in advance for your candor in helping us 
to understand CBP’s budget request for fiscal year 2012. 

At this point, I would like to recognize the Subcommittee’s distin- 
guished Ranking Member, the former Chairman of this Committee, 
Mr. Price, for his opening remarks. 

[The information follows:] 
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The Honorable Robert Aderholt 
Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security 

Opening Statement: 

FY 2012 Budget 

Witness: 

Commissioner Bersin 

9:30 AM | Wednesday | March 9, 2011 | B-318 RHOB 


Hearing is called to order [ gentle strike of gavel ] — 


This morning we welcome Alan Bersin, Commissioner of U.S. 
Customs and Border Protection (or, CBP), as we consider the 
President’s FY12 Budget Request to secure our borders and facilitate 
lawful travel and trade. Commissioner, we thank you for being here and 
look forward to hearing your testimony. 

CBP has experienced dramatic growth in the past eight years. 
Today, it is the largest agency within DHS - with a budget of $1 1 .8 
billion dollars and a workforce of nearly 60,000. Given the significance 
of CBP’s mission to our nation’s security and prosperity and considering 
the continuing threats we face. Congress has certainly provided robust 
resources. Going forward, we expect to see results for those 
investments. 
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=> Commissioner, in a time of fiscal crisis, the American people are 
demanding responsible budgets and accountability for every dollar 
spent. 

And that’s why I am pleased to see your budget pledges to cut 
costs and prioritize frontline operations - as I’ve said before, these are 
also the priorities of this Subcommittee. I am, however, concerned that 
the President’s request for CBP includes undefined efficiencies and 
administrative savings that will likely impact operations. 

For example, the request cuts -$60 million dollars from Air & 
Marine personnel and assets which will likely reduce surveillance of the 
Southwest Border. It also reduces overtime flexibility for CBP officers 
by -$20 million dollars that will likely increase wait times at ports of 
entry. I am not convinced this request stabilizes CBP’s budget to sustain 
the workforce much less support investments in technology, 
infrastructure, and assets needed to meet the mission. 

Commissioner, during this time of fiscal crisis, there are two things 
we need: truth in budgeting and clear results. First, let’s tackle truth in 
budgeting. 
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Those so-called efficiencies and savings I mentioned earlier, in 
addition to program reductions, account for $330 million dollars. While 
some proposals represent real savings, the rest are merely budget fiction 
- operations will suffer and true needs will be deferred. 

The President’s request also proposed a hypothetical increase to 
Customs user fee revenues of $55 million dollars in FY12. Authorizing 
legislation would be needed to require passengers entering the U.S. from 
Canada and Mexico to pay the fee. If not enacted, and history tells us 
these changes are difficult to enact, CBP will likely expect this 
Subcommittee to fill the $55 million dollar hole. 

The second thing we need is results - a clear understanding of how 
your request supports operational needs. The United States has invested 
billions in Southwest border operations in recent years across law 
enforcement agencies, but particularly in CBP. We will hear from Field 
Operations and Border Patrol next week on detailed operations. But 
today. Commissioner, I look forward to having a clear understanding of 
how you define operational control of the border and your plan to get 
there. 


Equally significant, this Subcommittee, particularly the esteemed 
former Chairman, Mr. Price, has invested in CBP’s strategy to push out 
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the border. I would like to hear how this request supports CBP’s 
overseas operations to secure trade and travel to the U.S. 

Commissioner, the American public demands straightforward 
answers on our border security efforts - truth in budgeting and 
transparency with respect to operational needs are essential in this fiscal 
climate. I appreciate you appearing before us today and thank you in 
advance for your candor in helping us understand CBP’s budget request 
for FY12. 

I would like to now recognize the Subcommittee’s distinguished 
Ranking Member, Mr. Price, for his opening remarks. 
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Opening Statement: Ranking Member Price 

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And I will be very brief 
because I know with the joint session we are going to be pressed 
for time. So let me just welcome you, Commissioner, and make a 
couple of brief comments. 

Over the past few years, the size and assets of CBP have grown 
substantially. Since 2006, just five years ago, the number of Border 
Patrol agents who patrol the Mexican and Canadian borders and 
the coastal waters surrounding Florida and Puerto Rico has grown 
by 70 percent; from 12,349 to 21,370 Border Patrol agents funded 
in 2012. 

Meanwhile, the number of CBP officers has grown by 18 percent 
to more than 21,186 officers funded in 2012, largely to enhance 
Southwest Border port-of-entry operations. Your 2012 budget re- 
quest reflects your heavy reliance on people for all of our activities, 
with over two-thirds of the request funding salaries and benefits 
alone. 

From 2010 to 2012, salaries and benefits grew by $1.1 billion. 
This leaves very few dollars to invest in new technologies and tools 
for your personnel and to conduct maintenance on your facilities. 
Moreover, during this time of fiscal restraint, you most likely will 
be asked to do more with less. We need to make sure that in doing 
so, critical operations are not negatively affected. 

Commissioner, your agency carries on one of the core functions 
of DHS: keeping dangerous goods and people out of the country 
while facilitating lawful cross-border movement. Accomplishing 
that task in an ever-changing threat environment requires an 
agency that is flexible and forward leaning, making good use of in- 
telligence, preferably intercepting threats before they reach our 
borders. 

A good example of that approach, I believe, is the Immigration 
Advisory Program, which places CBP officers in foreign airports to 
stop potential terrorists from boarding flights to the U.S. I com- 
mend you on the progress of that initiative, and am pleased to note 
the expansion of this program in your budget request, along with 
additional funds to improve our targeting capabilities. 

Recognizing the staffing needs at our ports of entry, I am also 
glad you proposed 300 new CBP officers and new canine teams. 
And I want to call attention to your efforts in the critically impor- 
tant area of officer integrity. Specifically, you propose $26 million 
to enhance CBP’s polygraph program and to conduct timely back- 
ground investigations. 

I do have some concerns about what is missing from this request. 
There is no new funding for air cargo security, even though CBP 
informally asked this Subcommittee to provide additional resources 
after the attempted air cargo bombing plot out of Yemen last fall. 
The budget substantially reduces funding to your facilities, delay- 
ing maintenance and repairs and alterations. It reduces air and 
marine programs, which your own budget brief says, “will reduce 
the ability to safely and effectively transport personnel and equip- 
ment in support of border security missions.” And, finally, the 
budget contains changes in maritime container security efforts that 
seem to be at odds with what both the Secretary and CBP have 
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been proposing for the last few years. I look forward to discussing 
each of these in detail during the hearing today. 

Commissioner, we hold the men and women of CBP in the high- 
est regard. We place great value in the work they and you do, day 
in and day out. Many operate in many dangerous areas, and they 
put their lives on the line to protect us. I know we are going to dis- 
cuss this in more detail next week at our hearing on Southwest 
border violence. 

As we begin this hearing to more closely examine your 2012 
budget, it is important to note that no program or account will be 
off limits to scrutiny. Our obligation is to take a balanced realistic 
approach, to weigh risks carefully, and to make prudent invest- 
ments. Commissioner, I have no doubt that you share this point of 
view. I look forward to working with you again this year. Thank 
you. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you, Mr. Price. 

[The information follows:] 
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Opening Statement of Ranking Member David Price 
Fiscal Year 2012 Budget Hearing for Customs and Border Protection 
March 9, 2011 

Commissioner Bersin, I welcome you back to the Subcommittee as you present your budget 
request for fiscal year 2012. 

Over the past few years, the size and assets of CBP have grown substantially. Since 2006 — just 
five years ago — ^the number of Border Patrol agents who patrol the Mexican and Canadian 
borders and the coastal waters surrounding Florida and Puerto Rico has grown by 70 percent, 
from 12,349 to 21,370 Border Patrol agents funded in 2012. Meanwhile, the number of CBP 
officers has grown by 18 percent to more than 21,186 officers funded in 2012, largely to enhance 
Southwest Border port of entry operations. Your 2012 budget request reflects your heavy 
reliance on people for all of your activities, with over two-thirds of the request funding salaries 
and benefits alone. From 2010 to 2012, salaries and benefits grew by $1.1 billion. 

Consequently, this leaves very few dollars to invest in new technologies and tools for your 
personnel, and to conduct maintenance on your facilities. Moreover, during this time of fiscal 
restraint, you most likely will be asked to do more with less. We need to make sure that in doing 
so, critical operations are not negatively affected. 

Commissioner Bersin, your agency carries out one of the core functions of DFIS - keeping 
dangerous goods and people out of our country while facilitating lawful cross-border movement. 
Accomplishing that task in an ever-changing threat environment requires an agency that is 
flexible and forward-leaning — making good use of intelligence and preferably intercepting 
threats before they reach our borders. A good example of that approach is the Immigration 
Advisory Program, which places CBP officers in foreign airports to stop potential terrorists from 
boarding flights to the U.S. I commend you on progress on this initiative and am pleased to note 
the expansion of this program in your budget request, along with additional funds to improve our 
targeting capabilities. Recognizing the staffing needs at our ports-of-entry, I’m also glad you’re 
proposing 300 new CBP officers and new canine teams. And 1 want to call attention to your 
efforts in the critically important area of officer integrity. Specifically, you’ve proposed $26 
million to enhance CBP’s polygraph program and conduct timely background investigations. 

1 also have some concerns about what is missing from this request. There is no new funding for 
air cargo security even though CBP informally asked this Committee to provide additional 
resources after the attempted air cargo bombing plot out of Yemen last fall. The budget 
substantially reduces funding to your facilities, delaying maintenance, repairs and alterations. It 
reduces Air and Marine programs, which your own budget brief says “will reduce the ability to 
safely and effectively transport personnel and equipment in support of border security 
missions”. And finally, the budget contains changes in maritime container security efforts that 
seem to be at odds with what both the Secretary and CBP have been proposing for the past few 
years. I look forward to discussing each of these in detail during the hearing today. 
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Commissioner Bersin, we hold the men and women of CBP in the highest regard and place great 
value in the work they do day-in and day-out. Many operate in very dangerous areas and have 
laid down their lives to protect us. I know we will discuss this in much more detail next week at 
our hearing on Southwest Border violence. 

As we begin this hearing to more closely examine your 2012 budget, it’s important to note that 
no program or account will be off limits to scrutiny. Out obligation is to take a balanced, 
realistic approach; to weigh risks carefully, and make prudent investments. Commissioner 
Bersin, I have no doubt that you share this point of view, and I look forward to working with you 
this year. 

### 
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Opening Statement: Commissioner Bersin 

Mr. Aderholt. Again, Commissioner, we thank you for being 
here this morning and for taking time to address the Sub- 
committee. And we at this time would like to hear your testimony 
before the Subcommittee. 

Mr. Bersin. Good morning. And thank you, Mr. Chairman, 
Ranking Member Price, Representative Lowey. CBP [U.S. Customs 
and Border Protection], all of its nearly 60,000 employees, join me 
in thanking this Committee and the Congress generally for the 
support that you have provided, providing the resources and the 
funding necessary to accomplish the mission sets that the Nation 
has assigned CBP. 

I recognize, Mr. Chairman, that time is limited today, so I will 
shorten an already brief statement so that we can get to the ques- 
tions and answers. But I do want to reiterate and emphasize the 
high points. 

CBP is charged with keeping dangerous people and dangerous 
things out of the American Homeland, away from American com- 
munities and families. We do that in terms of two direct ap- 
proaches. 

First, we are charged with protecting the land borders of the 
United States. This encompasses the Southwest border, which has 
garnered most of the attention in the last years because of the ac- 
tivities there and in Mexico. But it also encompasses the Canadian 
border, more than 3,900 miles that are on the Northern border 
from Maine to Seattle and the State of Washington. It also encom- 
passes, in concert with the United States Coast Guard, responsibil- 
ities on the littorals, the maritime approaches off the coasts of the 
United States. The resources that this Committee has provided 
have had an impact and will continue to have an impact on all of 
those mission sets having to do with the border. 

We also look at the border not simply as a boundary between the 
United States and Mexico and the United States and Canada, but 
we also look at it as securing the flow of goods and people toward 
the United States, and the twin dimensions to this issue, as the 
Ranking Member and the Chairman both indicated. We have a re- 
sponsibility to secure the flows to be sure that dangerous people 
and dangerous things are identified as far away from the physical 
borders as possible and as early in time as possible. That is why 
we have the international footprint at CBP. 

We also have an enormous responsibility with regard to the expe- 
diting of lawful trade and traffic. And the approach that CBP takes 
to this task is by risk management, by assessing risks and being 
able to distinguish between trusted travelers, trusted shippers, and 
those about whom or about which we have adverse information or 
about which we lack sufficient information to make a judgment as 
to how we ought to expedite their passage across our physical bor- 
ders. 

These two mission sets — securing the land border, the Southwest 
border, the Northern border and the littorals, and also securing the 
flow of goods and people through programs such as the Immigra- 
tion Advisory Program or the Container Security Initiative — are 
the way in which we accomplish our tasks. 
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The 2012 budget that has been proposed by the Administration 
is under consideration by this Committee and the Congress pro- 
vides us with the resources that we need to do this job. It is not 
a perfect budget. It never is. But I hope that, in discussions with 
this Committee and generally between the administration and the 
Congress, we can sharpen the budget, fill the gaps that are per- 
ceived to exist, and continue the progress that we have made both 
in protecting the land borders, protecting the aviation borders, pro- 
tecting the maritime approaches, and also securing flows of people 
and goods so that we can continue to partner with the private sec- 
tor to process $2 trillion worth of imports that come into the 
United States each year, and we can also expedite the movement 
of $1.8 trillion in exports that leave this country each year. 

With regard to the challenges, rather than go into them as I 
thought I originally would, I think the Ranking Member and the 
Chairman have each raised the major challenges that we face with 
regard to maintaining the personnel, also maintaining the ability 
to make efficiencies, show efficiencies in a time of constrained 
budget, and yet keep the productivity of our men and women of 
CBP high and growing, and also make their activities more effi- 
cient and effective at the same time. 

With that, Mr. Chairman, and in the interests of beginning the 
dialogue so critical to this enterprise, let me again thank you on 
behalf of the 58,000 men and women of CBP for the support that 
this Committee has always shown our efforts. Thank you. Sir. 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you. Commissioner. And we will enter 
your full statement into the record, and we thank you for your 
opening comments. 

[The information follows:] 
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Chairman Aderholt, Representative Price, esteemed members of the Subcommittee, it is a 
privilege and an honor to appear before you today to discuss the work that U.S. Customs and 
Border Protection (CBP) does in securing America’s borders against threats while facilitating 
legal travel, trade, and immigration. CBP, with over 58,000 employees, is the largest uniformed, 
federal law enforcement agency in the country. As the guardians of America’s borders, CBP is 
responsible for protecting the United States and the American people from the entry of 
dangerous goods and people. This includes ensuring that all persons and cargo enter the U.S. 
legally and safely through official ports of entry (POEs), preventing the illegal entry into the U.S. 
of persons and contraband at and between POEs, ensuring the safe and efficient flow of 
commerce into the United States, and enforcing trade and tariff laws and regulations. CBP 
carries out these missions through the diligence of our personnel, as well as the use of 
intelligence, targeting, technology, infrastructure, and a broad range of other assets and 
capabilities. 

I want to begin by acknowledging the support of the Subcommittee and by stating my 
sincere thanks for the clear commitment that the Subcommittee has shown to the mission and the 
people of CBP. We appreciate your efforts, and we appreciate the assistance you have 
continuously offered. Today I will outline the ways in which your investments — of both time 
and resources — have been utilized, and I will illustrate how the Administration’s FY 2012 
budget request supports CBP’s efforts to perform our mission more effectively and efficiently. 

A Solid Foundation of Border Security 

CBP guards more than 3,900 miles of border with Canada, 1 ,993 miles of border with 
Mexico, and 2,627 miles of shoreline; processes approximately 352 million travelers a year at 
POEs; and processes more than 25 million trade entries annually. CBP's Border Patrol and Air 
and Marine agents patrol our Nation's land and maritime borders, and associated airspace, to 
prevent illegal entry of people and goods into the United States, 


Securing the Southwest Border 

I would like to begin by discussing our operations on the southwest border. We are two 
years into the Southwest Border Initiative, launched in March 2009 to bring unprecedented focus 
and intensity to southwest border security, coupled with a smart and effective approach to 
enforcing immigration laws in the interior of our country. Under this initiative we increased the 
size of the Border Patrol to more than 20,700 agents today, which is more than double the size it 
was in 2004; quintupled deployments of Border Liaison Officers to work with their Mexican 
counterparts; and began screening southbound rail and vehicle traffic to look for illegal weapons 
and cash that, when smuggled across the border, help to fuel the cartel violence in Mexico. In 
fiscal years 2009 and 2010, CBP seized more than $104 million in southbound currency — an 
increase of more than $28 million compared to 2007- 2008. In addition, in fiscal year 2010, CBP 
seized more than 1,900 weapons going southbound to Mexico — nearly double the approximately 
1,000 seized in 2008. DHS has also deployed thousands of technology assets — including mobile 
surveillance units, thermal imaging systems, and non-intrusive inspection equipment — along the 
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southwest Border, and currently has 130 aircraft and three UAS that provide critical aerial 
surveillance assistance to personnel on the ground. 

With the aid of the Fiscal Year (FY) 2010 Border Security Supplemental we are 
continuing to add technology, manpower, and infrastructure to the southwest border. These 
measures include adding 1,000 new Border Patrol agents; adding 250 new CBP officers at our 
POEs; improving our tactical communications systems; and adding two new forward operating 
bases to improve coordination of border security activities. The Supplemental also provided CBP 
two new Unmanned Aircraft Systems (UAS) and we have now expanded UAS operations to 
include a launch and recovery site in Corpus Christi, Texas. This new site allows the UAS 
program to fly along the southwest border from the El Centro Sector in California to the Gulf of 
Mexico in Texas 

CBP’s FY 2012 budget request continues to enhance these efforts. The request supports 
21,370 Border Patrol agents and 21,186 CBP officers at our ports of entry who work 24/7 with 
state, local, and federal law enforcement in targeting illicit networks trafficking in people, drugs, 
illegal weapons, and money. The request annualizes the new positions provided in the 
Supplemental and includes funding for over 350 additional CBP officers to support Port of Entry 
and National Targeting Center operations. These additional CBP officers will enhance CBP’s 
ability to process legitimate travelers and cargo, and ultimately reduce wait times at the 
expanded POEs, Working in tandem, the additional CBP officers and canines would increase 
our enforcement capabilities to prevent the unlawful entry of people and contraband. The 
FY2012 budget request would result in the largest deployment of law enforcement officers to the 
frontline in the agency’s history. 

While there is still work to be done, every key measure indicates the progress we are 
making along the southwest border. Border Patrol apprehensions — a key indicator of illegal 
immigration — have decreased 36 percent in the past two years, and are less than a third of what 
they were at their peak. We have matched these decreases in apprehensions with increases in 
seizures of cash, drugs, and weapons. In fiscal years 2009 and 2010, CBP and ICE seized more 
than $282 million in illegal currency, more than 7 million pounds of drugs, and more than 6,800 
weapons along the southwest border - increases of more than $73 million, more than 1 million 
pounds of drugs and more than 1 ,500 weapons compared to 2007-2008. Violent crime in border 
communities has remained flat or fallen in the past decade, and some of the safest communities in 
America are at the border. In fact, violent crimes in southwest border counties overall have dropped 
by more than 30 percent and are currently among the lowest in the Nation per capita, even as drug- 
related violence has significantly increased in Mexico. 

To continue to secure the southwest border, CBP must continue to increase the 
probability of apprehension of people attempting to enter the United States illegally or engaging 
in cross-border crime. Doing so will require more integrated planning and execution of 
operations across CBP, as well as seamless partnership with other government agencies and a 
sustained collaboration with Mexico. In recent months we have taken additional steps to bring 
greater unity to our enforcement efforts, expand collaboration with other agencies, and improve 
response times. In February, we announced the Arizona Joint Field Command (JFC) — an 
organizational realignment that brings together Border Patrol, Air and Marine, and Field 
Operations under a unified command structure to integrate CBP’s border security, commercial 
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enforcement, and trade facilitation missions to more effectively meet the unique challenges faced 
in the Arizona area of operations. 

Our partnership with Mexico has been critical to our efforts to secure the southwest 
border, and we will continue to expand this collaboration in the coming year. One way in which 
we are working together is through our outbound enforcement program. Under the Southwest 
Border Initiative, CBP implemented 100% screening of southbound rail shipments for illegal 
weapons and cash. CBP is continuing to assess and refine its outbound enforcement strategy to 
include coordinated efforts with U.S. law enforcement agencies and the Government of Mexico 
to maximize southbound enforcement. These activities serve to enforce U.S. export laws while 
depriving criminal organizations in Mexico of the illieit eurrency and firearms that fuel their 
illegal activities. 

To continue our southwest border security efforts, $242 million is requested to support 
the continued deployment of proven, effective surveillance technology as part of the 
Department’s new border security technology plan. This plan — the result of the Department- 
wide independent, quantitative, science-based assessment — will utilize existing, proven 
technology tailored to the distinct terrain and population density of each border region. These 
funds will allow CBP to deploy integrated fixed towers with other surveillance equipment in 
three areas of operation in Arizona. 

Our goal of true border security recognizes that the border is much more complex than a 
simple line on a map. It is an entire area, extending into both our country and our neighbor 
countries, and it is home to many vibrant communities. Security starts along the border by 
leveraging every law enforcement asset and coordinating them in a way that acknowledges that 
our approach in El Paso may differ from a tactic in San Diego. Finally, our border policy must 
foster legitimate trade, travel, and immigration, accommodating the movement of commerce, 
from which the U.S. and our Mexican allies derive trade and tourism revenue, and which drives 
hundreds of thousands of jobs. 

We have been extremely successful in reaching many of our goals for the southwest 
border region, and the attention and funding that we have received from Congress for this border 
has been utilized to achieve measurable successes. I am confident of two things: the first is that 
we are doing an excellent Job with the people, technology, and Innovations we currently have; 
and the second is that we cannot falter in this now, particularly on the southwest border, where 
we are seeing dramatic and definitive success. 

Securing the Northern Border, Coastal Borders, and Associated Airspace 

The northern border region, the coastal borders, and national airspace are critical both to 
the discussion of national security and to the discussion of CBP’s current goals, successes, and 
future vision. CBP works closely with our federal, state, local, tribal, and international partners 
to secure these regions, participating in collaborative efforts such as the Joint Interagency Task 
Force (JIATF) South, which coordinates information sharing from investigative agencies within 
DFIS and the Department of Justice (DOJ) and directs law enforcement action to intercept 
potential smuggling attempts in the maritime approaches to the United States. 
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Over the past two years, we have made critical security improvements along the northern 
border - investing in additional law enforcement, technology, and infrastructure. Currently, we 
have more than 2,200 Border Patrol agents on the northern border - a 700 percent increase since 
9/1 1 - and nearly 3,800 CBP Officers managing the flow of people and goods across ports of 
entry and crossings. With Recovery Act funds, we are in the process of modernizing more than 
35 land ports of entry along the northern border to meet our security and operational needs. We 
have also deployed new technology along the northern border, including thermal camera 
systems, Mobile Surveillance Systems, and Remote Video Surveillance System and recently 
completed the first long-range CBP Predator-B unmanned aircraft patrol that extends the range 
of our approved airspace along the northern border by nearly 900 miles. 

We have also expanded our strong partnerships with federal, state, local, and tribal 
agencies, as well as the Canadian government, in protecting our communities, borders and 
critical infrastructure from terrorism and transnational crime. CBP is working closely with the 
Royal Canadian Mounted Police (RCMP) and the Canada Border Services Agency (CBSA) to 
enhance coordination on port operations, conduct joint operations between POEs, and jointly 
deploy new technology. In conjunction with CBSA and RCMP, CBP recently announced the 
release of a joint border threat assessment, which provides U.S. and Canadian policymakers, 
resource planners, and other law enforcement officials with a strategic overview of significant 
threats — to include drug trafficking, illegal immigration, illicit movement of prohibited or 
controlled goods, agricultural hazards, and the spread of infectious disease — along the U.S.- 
Canadian border. To enhance cross-border security and increase the legitimate flow of people, 
goods, and services between the United States and Canada, last month President Obama and 
Prime Minister Harper of Canada jointly announced a new bi-lateral initiative, “Beyond the 
Border: A Shared Vision for Perimeter Security and Economic Competitiveness.” By inereasing 
collaboration with federal, state, local, and tribal law enforcement agencies, and by working in 
coneert with the Government of Canada, we can streamline our operations and utilize our 
resources in the most effective and efficient manner possible. 

To continue to bolster our northern border security efforts, our FY 2012 budget request 
includes $55 million to support investments in technology systems that address security needs 
for the northern border maritime and cold weather environment, as well as innovative technology 
pilots. It will also deploy proven, stand-alone technology that provides immediate operational 
benefits. These demonstrations and deployments explore how best to integrate various border 
security organizations and mission operations in order to enhance border security in this 
challenging environment. 

In the coming year, CBP plans to continue to expand joint operations by forming a joint 
command with the U.S. Coast Guard in the Great Lakes Region. The Air and Marine Operations 
Center (AMOC), which includes representatives from the U.S. Coast Guard, as well as other 
agencies, provides a comprehensive picture of the air environment in the United States. The 
AMOC can monitor violations of U.S. airspace, track potentially dangerous aircraft, and 
coordinate and direct an operational response. Our FY 2012 budget request continues to 
strengthen the AMOC by fully incorporating the U.S. Coast Guard into AMOC management and 
decision-making, and expanding AMOC's intelligence capability. 
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Security and Trade Facilitation - We Must Do Both 

Securing and facilitating the flow of goods and the movement of people 

Our border policy must ensure the security of America’s borders against threats while 
fostering and facilitating the movement of legitimate trade and travel across our borders. In fiscal 
year 2010, CBP officers at 33 1 POEs inspected 352 million travelers and more than 105.8 
million cars, trucks, buses, trains, vessels and aircraft. In FY 2010, CBP processed nearly $2 
trillion in trade and collected over $32 billion in total duties, taxes, and fees, as well as over $3 14 
million in antidumping and countervailing duties. The ability to secure the flows of goods, 
conveyances, and people to and through the United States is crucial to CBP's success in 
protecting our Nation. Before outlining this approach I would like to highlight the tremendous, 
positive impact CBP has on commercial trade. 

We continued to work with the trade community to increase the flow of legal, trusted 
trade through partnerships such as the Importer Self-Assessment Program, which now accounts 
for more than 20 percent of all import value. At the same time, CBP conducted approximately 
3,700 import safety seizures during fiscal year 2010, an increase of 34 percent over fiscal year 
2009; and 19,961 seizures for intellectual property rights (IPR) violations. Through partnerships 
with the trade community to increase compliance, CBP is working to keep trade moving while 
simultaneously protecting intellectual property rights, consumer safety, and other vital national 
interests. 

Focusing on the entire supply chain (for goods) and transit sequence (for people) allows 
CBP to intercept potential threats before they reach our borders, while also expediting legal 
travel and trade. CBP works at foreign and domestic locations to prevent cross-border 
smuggling of contraband such as controlled substances, weapons of mass destruction, and illegal 
or diseased plants and animals, CBP personnel also work to prevent and intercept the illegal 
export of U.S. currency or other monetary instruments, stolen goods, and strategically sensitive 
technologies. CBP officers deployed overseas at major international seaports as a part of the 
Container Security initiative prescreen shipping containers to detect and interdict illicit material 
before arrival on U.S. shores. CBP has significantly developed its intelligence and targeting 
efforts to separate shipments and individuals according to the risks they pose, allowing CBP to 
increase security while simultaneously expediting legitimate travel and commerce. 

More effective risk segmentation depends not only on enhanced targeting, but also on the 
expansion of trusted shipper and traveler programs. These programs expedite screening for 
certain shippers and travelers who undergo rigorous background checks — allowing CBP to focus 
law enforcement resources on the relatively small number of people and shipments that have the 
potential to cause harm. An example of this is the Global Entry program. Over 100,000 travelers 
have enrolled in this trusted traveler program that facilitates expedited clearance of pre-approved 
low-risk air travelers into the United States through biometric verification and recurrent vetting. 
Global Entry has reduced average wait times by more than 70 percent, with more than 75 percent 
of travelers using Global Entry processed in under five minutes, while enabling law enforcement 
to focus on the most serious security threats at points of entry to our country. CBP has made 
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tremendous progress over the last few years in developing its intelligence and targeting 
enterprises, and it remains critical that we stay on this trajectory. 

The FY 2012 budget request includes an additional $20 million for the National 
Targeting Center-Passenger (NTC-P) to enhance our ability to interdict mala fide travelers or 
terrorists before boarding flights destined for the United States. This funding will be used for 
additional staff and to implement additional improvements in our targeting priorities and 
methodologies. We have also requested $7.5 million to expand the Immigration Advisory 
Program (lAP) to Paris, Abu Dhabi, Dubai, and Amman. lAP is a part of CBP’s layered risk- 
based approach to detect and prevent the entry of hazardous materials, goods, and instruments of 
terror into the United States. 

To improve the flow of goods, our request includes a $20 million increase to support the 
design and development of Cargo Release functionality in Automated Commercial Environment 
(ACE). This funding, combined with carry over funds, will allow a useful segment to be 
completed providing ACE users with a new operational capability. Cargo Release functionality 
will incorporate the informational and operational requirements of more than 40 federal agencies 
into ACE via the International Trade Data System initiative. This will facilitate faster cargo 
processing by providing CBP officers with security screening results and streamlining the 
process of separating high-risk cargo from low-risk cargo. It will also provide new cargo status 
querying capabilities, giving trade partners visibility into cargo screening results and other 
government agency data requirements. 

An additional $7.5 million is requested to conduct cargo screening pilot(s) to assess 
alternatives to the 100% maritime cargo scanning requirement mandated by the Security and 
Accountability for Every (SAFE) Port Act. This will enable CBP to test alternatives to extend 
the zone of security beyond the physical borders, strengthen global supply chain security, and 
enhance CBP’s multi-layered security strategy in support of the Administration’s Global Supply 
Chain Security Initiative. 

At the same time, we understand the difficult economic environment, and have identified 
areas of our budget where we can realize efficiencies in order to prioritize frontline operations. 
For example, as part of a Department-wide initiative, CBP will reduce professional service 
contract spending by $30 million. Additionally, we have identified $20 million in mission 
support expenditures that can be eliminated through efficiencies and are cutting non-mission- 
critical expenses such as travel, training, and acquisition of supplies. 

The Administration’s FY 2012 budget request provides CBP with the resources necessary 
to carry out our dual mission of protecting the United States against threats and securing our 
Nation’s borders while facilitating lawful travel, trade, and immigration. 

Thank you for the opportunity to appear before you today. I look forward to your 
questions. 
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Alan Bersin 

Commissioner, Customs and Border Protection (CBP) 

Alan Bersin was appointed by President Barack Obama on March 
27, 2010 to serve as Commissioner of U.S. Customs and Border 
Protection. As Commissioner, Mr. Bersin oversees the operations 
of CBP’s 58,0()0-employee work force and manages an operating 
budget of more than $ i I billion. Commissioner Bersin is 
responsible for fulfilling CBP’s mission of protecting the nation's 
borders from all threats while facilitating legitimate travel and 
trade. Previously, Commissioner Bersin served as Assistant 
Secretary for International Affairs and Special Representative for 
Border Affairs in the Department of Homeland Security. In that 
capacity, he served as Homeland Security Secretary Janet 
Napolitano’s lead representative on border affairs and strategy regarding security, immigration, 
narcotics, and trade matters as well as for coordinating the Secretary's security initiatives on the 
nation's borders. 

Prior to this service, Bersin served as Chairman of the San Diego County Regional Airport 
•Authority, appointed by San Diego Mayor Jerry Sanders in December 2006, and confirmed by 
the San Diego City Council. Previously, Mr. Bersin served as California’s Secretary of 
Education betw'een July 2005 and December 2006 in the Administration of Gov. Arnold 
Schwarzenegger. Gov. Schwarzenegger also appointed Mr. Bersin to the State Board of 
Education, where he served until 2009 as a member confirmed by the California State Senate. 
Between 1998 and 2005, he served as Superintendent of Public Education in San Diego where he 
launched a major reorganization of the district to focus its resources strategically on instruction 
and to modernize its business infrastructure in order to support teaching and learning in the 
cla,ssroom. In a related capacity statewide, Mr. Bersin served between 2000 and 2003 as a 
member and then Chairman of the California Commission on Teacher Credentialing. Prior to 
becoming the leader of the nation’s eighth largest urban school district, he was appointed by 
President Bill Clinton as the United States Attorney for the Southern District of California and 
confirmed in that capacity by the U.S. Senate. Mr. Bersin sert'ed as U.S. Attorney for nearly five 
years and as the Attorney General’s Southwest Border Representative responsible for 
coordinating federal law enforcement on the border from South Texas to Southern California. 

Mr. Bersin previously was a senior partner in the Los Angeles law firm of Monger, Tolies & 
Olson, where he served on the firm’s policy and compensation committees, chaired the 
committee overseeing the fimf s extensive program of pro bono legal services, and was 
principally responsible for developing the firm’s innovative paralegal program. At Munger, 
Tolies & Olson, Mr. Bersin specialized in complex RICO, securities, commercial and insurance 
litigation before state and federal trial and appellate courts. He is a member of the California and 
Alaska bars. 

Other professional experience includes employanent as Special Counsel to the Los Angeles 
Police Commission, as Visiting Professor of Law at the University of San Diego School of Law, 
as an adjunct professor of law at Boalt Hall, University of California, Berkeley, and at the 
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University of Southern California Law Center and as a Lecturer at the Stanford University 
Graduate School of Education. Mr. Bersin serves as a member of the Board of Overseers for 
Harvard University (2004-2010) and is a member of the Couneil on Foreign Relations and the 
Pacific Council on International Policy. 

In 1968, Mr. Bersin received his A.B. in Government from Harvard University (magna cum 
laude). He was elected to the Phi Beta Kappa National Honor Society and awarded post-graduate 
scholarships by the National Collegiate Athletic Association and the National Football Hall of 
Fame. While at Harvard, Mr, Bersin was selected as a member of the All-Ivy, All-New England 
and All-East Football Teams and was inducted in 1995 into the Harvard Varsity Club Hall of 
Fame. From 1969 to 1971, Mr. Bersin attended Balliol College at Oxford University as a Rhodes 
Scholar. In 1974, he received his J.D. degree from the Yale Law School. Mr. Bersin was 
awarded the degree of Doctor of Laws (Honorary) by the University of San Diego in 1994, by 
California Western School of Law in 1996, and by the Thomas Jefferson School of Law in 2000. 
He is fluent in Spanish. 
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BORDER SECURITY: UNITED STATES-MEXICO COOPERATION 

Mr. Aderholt. The first issue that I would like to bring up is 
a clear goal for border security. The United States Government has 
made significant investments in Mexico directly and in United 
States law enforcement agencies, in particular the Department of 
Homeland Security, to counter Mexican drug trafficking organiza- 
tions and to assist the Calderon administration. While it is clear 
that these efforts are disrupting cartel activity, it remains to be 
seen what the end goal actually is and how we expect to get there, 
especially as the Calderon administration draws to an end in 2012. 

How would you describe our progress collectively. United States 
and Mexican efforts, to undermine the drug trafficking organiza- 
tions, and what evidence do we have of the impact on the cartels? 

Mr. Bersin. Mr. Chairman, an issue critical to our border secu- 
rity and also to our national security. The enterprise of cooperation 
with Mexico is a work in process; in fact, we have started down a 
path that is truly historical. The decision in 2006 of President 
Calderon to take on the organized crime elements that had so infil- 
trated both Mexican politics and Mexican society, that were having 
such a detrimental impact on our border and on our country, was 
truly a turning point in Mexican history and in the history of our 
two countries, particularly at the United States-Mexican border. 
That effort has led to the kind of violence that we have seen in 
Mexico that has resulted in the deaths of more than 35,000 Mexi- 
cans since 2006. 

Recognizing how critical Mexican national security is to our own 
border security and, I would argue, our national security, the 
Obama administration, continuing the work of Merida, has actually 
taken the level of collaboration and cooperation to a new level and 
a new status. This is a work in process, but I believe that we have 
achieved something that is critical as we look forward. 

I believe, regardless of changes that might take place in the lead- 
ership of the United States or Mexico, that we have with our neigh- 
bor to the south for the first time, really, since the 19th century 
treaty that ended the U.S.-Mexican War, reached a level of collabo- 
ration and cooperation that will never, ever go back to where it 
was, where we had erect borders, but not violent borders, but never 
terribly cooperative borders between the United States and Mexico. 

The key to this has been the understanding between President 
Obama and President Calderon that in fact the issue of guns going 
south and cash going south and drugs coming north is not the occa- 
sion for finger-pointing, which it was for so much of our bilateral 
history: Mexicans blaming us for their problem of violent crime due 
to the consumption of drugs in the United States; and Mexicans 
blaming the United States for the passage of weapons into Mexico, 
without accepting the notion that there was a Mafia of frightening 
proportion growing in their country. That actually, thankfully, is a 
matter of the past. 

For the first time in our history, instead of pointing fingers at 
one another, the United States and Mexico recognize drugs coming 
north, guns and cash going south, as being part of a common prob- 
lem for which we have shared responsibility. That acceptance, Mr. 
Chairman, has permitted us for the first time to not only design 
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common solutions but to be well along the path of implementing 
them. It is a major change for the good. 

Mr. Aderholt. Just to follow up on that. You mentioned it has 
changed historically, the finger-pointing. As the Presidential elec- 
tion year approaches, 2011 is a critical year. President Calderon is 
under increasing pressure internally, and we have seen, him pub- 
licly lashing out at the United States, calling cooperation from the 
United States “notoriously insufficient” and saying, “How can 
Americans cooperate? By reducing drug use, which they haven’t 
done. And the flow of weapons hasn’t slowed, it has increased.” 

While the tone was better in the Calderon meetings with the 
President last week, there is still that concern. Let me just follow 
with that and just your take on that. 

Mr. Bersin. Mr. Chairman, I think that actually that is an index 
of the relationship that we now have; that in fact, when you are 
engaged in the kind of partnership that we now have, there can be 
candid, even publicly candid remarks about the shortcomings that 
are perceived in the performance of the other partner. 

So, for example, yes, the fact is that President Calderon under- 
lines, with regard to drug trafficking, the critical role played by 
drug consumption in this country. He also outlines, with regard to 
illegal immigration, the lack of a legitimate labor market between 
the United States and Mexico, and the desire on the part of some 
Americans for both secure borders and cheap labor. I look at that 
as the candor and the frank discussion that will permit us to start 
to address those issues together. 

So, for example, we point out to the Mexicans, in ways that were 
unsayable even 3 or 4 years ago, that they have a major problem 
of corruption in their law enforcement, that their state and local 
law enforcement and much of their judiciary, unfortunately, re- 
mains plagued by problems of corruption. Those are the kinds of 
public statements and acknowledgements that I think reflect the 
deeper partnership and the greater potential for cooperation than 
has ever existed before. 

But I take your point. There are candid exchanges between part- 
ners that in fact our people, both in Mexico and the United States, 
need to hear and increasingly understand. 

BORDER security: ILLEGAL IMMIGRATION 

Mr. Aderholt. You have often stated in your public comments 
that the border is as secure as it has ever been. But this assertion 
doesn’t tell us how close we are to actually securing operational 
control of the border. So that begs the question, given the billions 
that we have invested into the border, what is your goal for border 
security, and how close are we to achieving it? 

Mr. Bersin. Mr. Chairman, a critical question and well asked 
and reasonably asked, “What does border security mean?” So let 
me begin perhaps by describing what it can and cannot mean. 

If we understand border security to be the absence of any illegal 
migration at all across the United States borders or the absence of 
any drug smuggling at all, then in fact we have set a goal that is 
impracticable and not possible in terms of an absolute sealing of 
the American border. That would be an issue of resources and an 
issue of actually having to correct those problems that, as I indi- 
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cated in response to your previous question, have led to an under- 
standing that the consumption of drugs in this country is as much 
a part of the problem as the smuggling of drugs by organized crimi- 
nals in Mexico across the border. We need to work on that. Under 
ONDCP [the Office of National Drug Control Policy], we are mak- 
ing very serious efforts of curtailing drug use and seeing some 
progress. 

The same thing goes with regard to the labor market. As long as 
the magnet, the job magnet exists, we will see this flow. But, Mr. 
Chairman, security means that these are not flows that disrupt 
American family life and community life either in border commu- 
nities or in the interior of our country. And there we need to basi- 
cally take the position that if you try to cross into our country ille- 
gally, either to smuggle drugs or to come here to work illegally, you 
will be detected and you will be arrested. And that is the sense in 
which we approach our task at CBP. 

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to report to you that compared to 
certainly five years ago, certainly 10 years ago, and I know myself, 
having started with the border first, as the United States Attorney 
in the Southern District of California 15 years ago, that the border 
is actually more secure than it has ever been in terms of the ability 
to detect and apprehend those who come into the country illegally. 

Having said that, we have considerable work to do, particularly 
in the Tucson Sector. That sector from Hermosilla, Mexico, in So- 
nora, to Nogales, Sonora, to Tucson, to Phoenix, half of the illegal 
immigration in the United States comes through that corridor. Half 
of the marijuana smuggling into the United States from Mexico 
takes place through that corridor. 

And that is why Secretary Napolitano, beginning in March 2009, 
two years ago, began the greatest buildup of resources in Arizona 
that we have ever seen. This Committee has facilitated the growth 
of the Border Patrol, as indicated by the Ranking Member, such 
that by the end of fiscal year 2012, we will have 21,370 Border Pa- 
trol agents. Sir, I remember in 1993, when I first became involved 
with the border, we had 2,800 Border Patrol agents in the entire 
country. We now have nearly 10 times that many. They are being 
used to good effect, and in no place better than in the Tucson Sec- 
tor where we have more than 6,000 people between the ports of 
entry CBP and at the ports of entry. And they are showing results 
in their work. 

What does bringing that border under control and that sector 
under control mean? It means reducing the flow of illegal traffic 
into the United States from Mexico to a point that both assures 
public safety and is perceived by the people who live on the border 
and the people who live in Arizona as being safe and secure. 

So I can tell you, having lived and worked there myself, and my 
family still lives on the border between Baja California, Mexico, 
and California. In San Diego, in 1994, when Proposition 187 was 
passed by the people of California, a proposition that is reminiscent 
of Arizona’s bill 1070 of this last year in the context of Arizona pol- 
itics, 565,000 illegal immigrants, illegal aliens, crossed over from 
Mexico and were arrested on the San Diego-Tijuana border. And at 
least twice that many, Mr. Chairman, got by the Border Patrol and 
made their way up to Los Angeles. 
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Today, the situation is completely different in terms of the re- 
sources Congress has provided. We have more than 3,000 Border 
Patrol agents in the San Diego Sector. We have a complete set of 
infrastructure in terms of fencing and pedestrian fencing and vehi- 
cle fencing. We have technology that permits us to detect the very 
large majority, I estimate 90 percent, of the people who are trying 
to cross illegally into the United States in that sector. But what 
that means, Mr. Chairman, is that when we say 58,000 as opposed 
to 560,000 people were arrested last year in San Diego, I can tell 
you that my friends and neighbors in San Diego will tell you this 
border is not out of control. San Diego is one of the safest 10 cities 
in the United States, and there are three other border cities that 
are among the 10 safest cities in the United States: El Paso, Texas; 
Austin, Texas; and Phoenix, Arizona. 

So, with regard to this motion of what will it take to complete 
the job, I would say respectfully, Mr. Chairman, that until we have 
the kind of legitimate labor market between the United States and 
Mexico, and until we reduce the level of drug demand in the 
United States, we are going to continue to have attempted cross- 
ings on our border. The issue is, how many? And how many do we 
arrest after detecting them? The situation there is considerably im- 
proved, and it will be improved in Arizona as a result of Secretary 
Napolitano’s initiative and, frankly, the Congress’ Southwest bor- 
der supplemental bill of last spring. 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you. Commissioner. 

Let me turn now to Mr. Price. 

AIR CARGO SECURITY: EFEORTS TO STRENGTHEN 

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Commissioner, I would like you to address air cargo security, 
first in respect to the capacities that you are developing, and sec- 
ondly, some of the budget implications of those efforts. 

Prior to the attempted air cargo bombing plot out of Yemen last 
fall, CBP was receiving international air cargo manifests four 
hours before cargo arrival in the United States; that is, after the 
plane was airborne. In response to the October 29, 2010, mailing 
of improvised explosive devices from Yemen, the National Tar- 
geting Center has been working with air carriers so they can ana- 
lyze cargo manifests before flights take off. 

In December, CBP began piloting this type of screening with the 
Big Four all-cargo carriers. Two of these pilot efforts have been 
completed, two others are either ongoing or are starting shortly. I 
know you call these pilots, but I don’t believe there are any plans 
to turn them off. Maybe some analysis will follow, but this is going 
to be, as we understand, a permanent improvement of capacity. 

So I wonder, first, if you could highlight what efforts CBP, in 
conjunction with the carriers, has undertaken to strengthen your 
air cargo security before it arrives in the United States, and what 
you believe the next steps are. And then, secondly, I want to ask 
you about the budget implications of all this. 

I was somewhat surprised that the 2012 budget didn’t include 
any additional funding for better targeting of cargo. Last Novem- 
ber, CBP told the Committee that it needed up to $80 million for 
these specific efforts. In December, in our consultations, this figure 
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was revised twice, to $50 million and then to $17.3 million for the 
“highest needs.” The highest needs include 40 new air cargo tar- 
geting positions funded to upgrade targeting infrastructure and 
funding to develop new targeting rules. Since final funding for 2011 
unfortunately has not been resolved, we were unable to provide 
these resources; however, we did expect to see something in the 
2012 budget. It is not there. 

Last December, GBP told the Subcommittee it would expand its 
review of cargo transportation documents, known as bills of lading, 
to countries surrounding Yemen. That required additional staff, re- 
quired additional infrastructure improvements to provide adequate 
bandwidth and hardware to support the workload, and additional 
screening technology. Has something changed? Or what has 
changed over the last few months so that you didn’t include these 
needs in the 2012 request? And I guess the obvious question is, are 
you now planning to fund these activities from base resources? 

Mr. Bersin. Ranking Member Price, thank you for that question 
that focuses on that dimension of our mission that is securing 
goods so that when they arrive at the physical ports of entry, we 
have done everything we need to do to identify, as best we can, 
dangerous cargo. And in fact, the Yemen cargo plot, with regard to 
packages and freight, led to the same kind of changes that we saw 
a year earlier with regard to the processing of passengers as a re- 
sult of the Abdul Muttalib attempt to blow up a Northwest airliner 
over Detroit. So let me indicate what we have done, and then pro- 
vide a very direct response to your question about how will this be 
funded. 

Two major partnerships characterized our response. And remem- 
ber, as you indicated, what happened in the Yemen cargo plot was 
that we received intelligence, our government did, from the Saudi 
intelligence that indicated there were two packages that were on 
their way to the United States that were intended to be detonated 
in the cargo plane over Chicago. So the question then was, how do 
we locate those packages? And I think one of the changes in the 
global supply chain was we did identify, out of this mass of tens 
of millions of packages and cargos involved in the international 
trade. We were in relatively short order, working together with our 
partners abroad, able to pluck out those two packages and to neu- 
tralize them so they did not do damage to the American Homeland. 

As we analyzed the situation, though, we were able then to iden- 
tify very quickly where the other packages that had come in the 
preceding days from Yemen were. But what we also noticed was 
that we needed, as we did in the passenger context, to be doing 
much more work away from the American Homeland and early in 
time. And that is what led to the pilot projects that you indicated. 

Three critical partnerships have characterized the work. 

The first is, as I suggested, the partnership with foreign customs 
and police authorities, which needs to be very close and is increas- 
ingly close. 

The second has to do with the partnership within DHS between 
the Transportation Security Administration (TSA), charged with 
cargo security, and CBP. And the linking of the work of CBP and 
TSA on this has been extraordinary. And I know that government 
agencies always talk about the extent to which they cooperate, but 
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I can tell you, having been in the Federal Government, this is co- 
operation with real results that we see exemplified and illustrated 
in the way in which our Nation has responded to the cargo plot 
from Yemen. 

The third partnership and key to this is the way in which we 
have collaborated with the private sector. From day one, we began 
working with the express cargo carriers, with the commercial air- 
lines, and with the large cargo operators to begin to co-create the 
solution. 

So what does the solution look like? And, frankly, I would say 
parenthetically that the way in which we have worked with the 
private sector contrasts with what I believe the Ranking Member 
and Members of the Subcommittee are familiar with, which is the 
contentious manner in which we began to deal with maritime secu- 
rity in the wake of 2001. That situation has vastly improved, but 
it has taken a long time for those engaged in maritime trade to 
look at the requirements that we imposed on them top down, in 
part through Congress imposing requirements on DHS. We basi- 
cally mandated a series of changes to require advance information 
and a whole variety of pre-departure and pre-arrival changes. We 
took a different approach, frankly, Mr. Price, to this situation, air 
cargo. 

From day one. Secretary Napolitano convened working groups in- 
volving the private sector and TSA and GBP to address the issue. 
And within a month, we began what you referred to as pilot 
projects. And they basically have two dimensions to them. We get 
advanced information. Right now, the law provides that when cargo 
is coming toward the United States, it must be given to GBP four 
hours before arrival. It must be entered into our system. Or if the 
place of disembarkation is fewer than four hours from our home- 
land, then it is entered into the system upon wheels-up of the cargo 
plane or the commercial plane carrying cargo. 

What the pilot project basically does is it articulates and starts 
to implement a new grand bargain between governmental authori- 
ties and the private sector. Basically, the grand bargain is if you 
give us information early in advance of the departure, we will use 
the National Targeting Center to analyze the information you give 
us in terms of manifest data, and we will make a judgment about 
whether or not we need to screen and look at it and in which way 
we need to look and screen the cargo much earlier. 

That has led express cargo — and right now the pilot is between 
the United States Government, DHS, and the express carriers, 
FedEx, UPS, I believe will be extended to DHL soon, and to TNT 
in the not-too-distant future. And basically what we see from UPS 
is that we are getting the information sometimes 24 hours earlier 
before departure, sometimes even 36 hours. And we are able to 
make this decision, working together: Do we screen it? Do we iso- 
late it? Do we do it abroad? Do we do it en route? Or do we do it 
when it arrives at the physical boundaries of the United States? 

That is the nature of the bargain. It is an extraordinary collabo- 
ration, and will be extended over the next six months to commer- 
cial airlines and the large cargo operators. 

So then, Mr. Price, you say, so why haven’t you asked for addi- 
tional funding to support this? And the answer is that we have 
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asked for additional funding, as you indicated in your question. We 
have asked for additional personnel at the National Targeting Cen- 
ter. Now, we have actually asked for, I believe, 33 additional 
targeters that will work in Herndon and be able to analyze that 
manifest data. 

And, Sir, I indicate to you, as we have with the Immigration Ad- 
visory Program, we will be coming back to the Congress when we 
have perfected this, when we have gotten to the point where we 
can say, as a result of the experience we have had, these are the 
additional measures that we need to take. And I think you have 
understood that we are not bashful about asking for resources. 

But taking the Chairman’s caution into account, in the environ- 
ment in which we are operating, the Secretary is determined that 
we need to perfect these protocols. And we are able to do that with- 
in our existing resource base, together with the additional re- 
sources we asked for at the National Targeting Center. 

Mr. Price. Mr. Chairman, I know my time is expiring. Just one 
clarification, though. I thought these additional personnel that you 
referred to were aimed at a passenger screening operation. 

Mr. Bersin. The National Targeting Center — I will correct the 
record if I misspeak, but I believe these are going to be National 
Targeting Center for Cargo. We have the NTC-P, National Tar- 
geting Center for Passengers in Reston, Virginia, and that is the 
program that works with the Immigration Advisory Program. But 
I believe that these were destined, and we intend to allocate them 
to the NTC-P. 

Clerk’s Note. — The Commissioner confirmed that the FY12 re- 
quest was for NTC-P analysts, not cargo. 

Mr. Price. That is not the information that we have. But if you 
can get this straight for the record. And while you are at it, please 
provide us with whatever accounting you can of where in the budg- 
et these items that we had earlier been briefed on and had antici- 
pated might be embedded; and to the extent that they are not in 
the budget, how you are making up the difference. That would be 
very helpful to us as we try to support this program fully. You un- 
derstand, we want this to happen. We want to make sure that we 
understand the full budget implications of this capacity building, 
though. 

[The information follows:] 
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Insert for the Record 


Representative Price - That is not the information we have. But if you can get this 
straight for the record. And while you are at it, please provide us with whatever 
accounting you can of where in the budget these items that we had earlier been briefed on 
and hand anticipated, where in the budget these might be embedded; and to the extent 
that they are not in the budget, how you are making up the difference, so to speak. That 
would be helpful to us as we try to support this program fully. You understand, we want 
this to happen. We want to make sure that we understand the full budget implications of 
this capacity building though. 

RESPONSE: The $19.7 million CBP is requesting in the FY 2012 budget request will 
be used to hire 45 CBP officers and 20 support personnel, to support associated 
relocation and administrative expenses, and to make logistical and application 
enhancements to targeting efforts at the National Targeting Center - Passenger (NTC-P). 
Below is an estimated cost break-out: 

Staffing $7,848,517 

Relocations $3,622,500 

NTC-P Expansion Logistical Needs $2,047,1 83 
Applications $2,78 1 ,800 

Administrative expenses: $3,400,000 

TOTAL Initiative costs $19,700,000 


Since the attempted bombings of Northwest Airlines flight #253 and Times Square, CBP 
targeting priorities and methodology have been re-engineered to improve the interdiction 
of possible terrorists or other high risk international travelers before they can board a 
flight destined to the United States. While these new targeting programs have been very 
effective, the re-structuring has caused a dramatic increase in the NTC-P workload 
leading to significantly increased overtime and temporary duty (TDY) staff augmentation 
costs. 

NTC-P pre-departure vetting of passengers at foreign locations where CBP does not have 
an Immigration Advisory Program (lAP) presence identifies high-risk travelers prior to 
boarding flights to the United States. This program began in January 2010 and through 
close cooperation with the CBP Regional Carrier Liaison Groups, the airline industry, as 
well as the local ICE and CBP Attaches, over 1,600 potential high risk passengers have 
been denied boarding on flights bound for the United States since the inception of the 
program. NTC-P continues to provide 24/7 support for the expanded lAP program, which 
now has officers posted at ten airports in eight countries. 

Additionally, the new NTC-P Advanced Targeting Team (ATT) focuses on passengers 
departing from the United States. Since the outbound apprehension of the Times Square 
bomber a new emphasis has been placed on outbound targeting operations. The primary 
areas of focus for ATT are identifying threats to civil aviation, subjects of National Crime 
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Information Center (NCIC) look outs, and new efforts to identify previously unknown, 
high-risk individuals through use of risk-based, intelligence-driven indices. The ATT is 
also involved in a joint international anti-narcotics smuggling operation that has resulted 
in the arrest of more than 80 cocaine and heroin couriers in the U.S., the U.K. and Nigeria 
since April 2010. 

Other new NTC-P vetting initiatives include identifying high-risk travelers on private 
aircraft and increased support for the CBP Air and Marine Operations Center (AMOC). 

In partnership with the Department of State (DOS), NTC-P has also implemented the 
Visa Hot List for recurrent vetting of all issued U.S. non-immigrant visas against 
numerous law enforcement databases to identify persons who have become inadmissible 
to the United States subsequent to the issuance of the visa. Individuals with valid visas 
who match a record of interest are now referred to DOS for possible visa revocation. All 
of these new programs have been staffed by existing personnel and/or TDY staff 
augmentees. The requested funds are required to adequately address the 24/7 workload 
for these new targeting initiatives, as well as programs that previously existed. 



193 


Mr. Bersin. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Price. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Dent. 

Mr. Dent. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And good morning. A cou- 
ple things following up on Mr. Price’s questions. 

It is my understanding that 100 percent of outbound commercial 
aircraft carrying cargo is now screened. Is that correct? 

Mr. Bersin. No. I don’t believe that 100 percent of the outbound 
cargo is 

Mr. Dent. On passenger planes. 

Mr. Bersin. This may be a TSA function. I know that CBP is not 
screening 100 percent of outbound. 

Mr. Dent. On the issue of the inbound, you just referred to the 
Yemen situation. Even if we were to screen 100 percent of all in- 
bound cargo coming on non-passenger aircraft, how confident are 
you that we are going to detect problematic material, given what 
you know about the situation? 

Mr. Bersin. Again, Mr. Dent, with regard to inbound, on com- 
mercial planes coming to the United States, there is 100 percent 
screening by TSA-certified screeners or by the TSA itself of in- 
bound cargo. And I believe with regard to that extent, we do 
have — we can always improve our screening capacity. We need to 
improve our protection capacity in terms of the technology. But 
that situation is considerably improved from where it was even a 
few short years ago. 

Mr. Dent. It is my understanding on the inbound, coming from 
overseas in, we are still not at 100 percent. Outbound, we were. 
You met the mandate. 

Mr. Bersin. I will correct the record again. This is a TSA func- 
tion. 

Mr. Dent. Understood. 

Mr. Bersin. I will correct the record if I have misspoken. 

BORDER security: USE OF CIVIL AIR PATROL 

Mr. Dent. And one thing, too. I wanted to follow up on Civil Air 
Patrol issues. For the past several Congresses, I have been advo- 
cating the use of the Civil Air Patrol on the border, the Southwest 
border. You have a shortage of assets down there. It seems that if 
the Civil Air Patrol is willing to help, they have been effective in 
the past helping us with various security missions. What relation- 
ship does CBP currently have with Civil Air Patrol? 

Mr. Bersin. Mr. Dent, I know from the days in which I was the 
U.S. Attorney that the Civil Air Patrol played a very important role 
in assisting the Border Patrol in those years to patrol. Because of 
the increase provided by Congress in the air and marine assets of 
the CBP, we rely hardly at all now on the Civil Air Patrol. And I 
do know of your interest. We do not at this point, except in very 
spotty cases, regularly use them, in part because the air and ma- 
rine assets that have been provided by the Congress and are at 
work, for example, in Arizona, are on the order of 10 times what 
they were years ago. But I 

Mr. Dent. Are you amenable to establishing some type of a 
working relationship with the Civil Air Patrol? 
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Mr. Bersin. Absolutely. Absolutely. Partnership with Civil Air 
Patrol as with State, local, and tribal law enforcement authorities 
is critical. Yes, sir. 


BORDER security: SBINET 

Mr. Dent. I would love to follow up with you on that further. I 
think we could use them and it would be a cost-effective way for 
us to develop some more effective aviation assets. 

And on SBInet, the Secretary announced I think on January 14, 
that they ended the SBInet program; yet it has endorsed the inte- 
grated fixed towers that are at the heart of the SBInet and indi- 
cated the Department intended to buy 52 more integrated fixed 
towers for Arizona. That is on top of the 15 that I think are already 
out there. So these additional towers are for some of the most prob- 
lematic areas, as you know. But you postponed the purchase of 
these towers until fiscal year 2012, and delivery isn’t expected I 
think until sometime in early 2013. Why aren’t we moving aggres- 
sively in building on those towers? 

Mr. Bersin. Mr. Dent, you have correctly described the situation. 
The large-scale integration and the virtual fence dimensions of 
SBInet were ended by the Secretary, and I think to the general ap- 
proval of Members of Congress on both sides of the aisle. But 
where the Boeing-developed technology, so-called block technology 
for the Ajo-1 technology, which integrates video and radar works, 
is in the fiat terrain, and there will b^e need for it. Where there are 
canyons and mountains, that technology is not very useful and the 
Secretary has directed that we fill in the gaps in those areas with 
Mobile Surveillance Systems and Remote Video Systems. And our 
agents confirm that this is the best technique, together with avia- 
tion ISR [Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance], the abil- 
ity to integrate from surveillance from air, aviation platforms. 

The reason, frankly, for the delay — and I believe we started pur- 
chasing in 2012 and continue to purchase in 2012 and 2013 — is 
that we need to fill in the gaps. We have in Arizona, which is our 
area of greatest priority on the border, we have the towers in place 
on the flat areas. But we need to fill them in with the technology 
better suited for the canyons and the mountains. 

But you are right; we want more of those towers to use in other 
places where the terrain makes them very useful. The priority is 
one reason there is a delay until 2012. The second is simply get the 
competitive bidding that will be required to give companies other 
than Boeing an opportunity to compete for this contract and to pro- 
vide the fixed towers. 

So we think, both as a matter of tactics but also good and effi- 
cient business sense, that schedule will not do us harm from a se- 
curity perspective, and will get us a better product in due course. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mrs. Lowey. 

AIR CARGO security: 100 PERCENT SCREENING 

Mrs. Lowey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

And welcome. And I just want to say. Commissioner Bersin, we 
are very fortunate to have a person of your wisdom, experience, 
and caliber in this position, and I thank you very much. 
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And if you could just clarify in writing for the record, it is my 
understanding that the 100 percent screening of cargo on pas- 
senger airlines won’t be completed until the end of 2011. I don’t 
think it can be done soon enough. I think it is urgent. And I would 
like you to clarify that for us because I would like to know why. 
And also — why it is not completed. 

Mrs. Lowey. And I would also like to know if there are some na- 
tions that are not being cooperative as we seek to implement better 
screening procedures abroad, and what can we do about it? Per- 
haps the first one you can submit to us in writing. 

But the second, if you are aware of certain nations that have not 
been cooperative, I would like to know about it. 

Mr. Bersin. Yes, with regard to providing information on both. 

As you know, the legislation provides the extension, although the 
deadline is coming up and I believe that the Secretary, if she hasn’t 
already, will be indicating the further extension on the 100 percent 
scanning. And with regard to 

Mrs. Lowey. I just happen to think on that issue it is unaccept- 
able. So I just want to know what you need, how much money, how 
many people to get it done now. 

Mr. Bersin. I understand. And then with regard to the informa- 
tion on countries that have not been cooperative, no one comes to 
mind. But I would need to consult with Administrator Pistole with 
regard to the cargo screening from abroad. And I will do that and 
supplement the record, if he so advises. 

[The information follows:] 
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Representative Lowey: And if you coutd just clarify in writing for the record, it is my 
understanding that the 100 percent screening of cargo and passenger airlines won’t be 
completed until the end of 20 1 1 . 1 don’t think it can be done soon enough. 1 think it is 
urgent. And I would like you to clarify that for us because 1 would like to know why. And 
1 would also why it is not completed. 

Representative Lowey: And I would also like to know if there are some nations that are 
not being cooperative as we seek to implement better screening procedures abroad, and 
what we can do about it? Perhaps the first one you can submit in writing. 

But the second, if you are aware of certain nations that have not been cooperative, I 
would like to know about it. 

RESPONSE: 

TSA is working assiduously to meet the requirements of the 9/1 1 Act regarding 
international inbound air cargo. TSA has requested industry comment on the feasibility 
of a proposed deadline of December 31, 201 1, to screen 100 percent of the cargo that is 
transported on passenger aircraft bound for the United States. TSA is assessing industry 
capabilities against this proposed timeline, based on input from industry . TSA does 
intend to implement a risk-based strategy toward the 100 percent screening requirement 
for inbound air cargo that leverages current and new initiatives such as the Air Cargo 
Advance Screening (AC AS) pilot. The ACAS pilot is a joint initiative between CBP and 
TSA that assesses the risk of inbound air cargo shipments in a pre-departure environment, 
in light of the enhanced security requirements issued in response to the October 2010 
Yemen incident. Currently, the ACAS pilot is a voluntary program that collects key data 
elements of the air cargo shipment information transmitted to CBP from the air carriers as 
a type of “Security Filing” prior to the cargo being loaded on an aircraft. 

The ACAS pilot program started on December 13, 2010 with the first integrated express 
air carrier (UPS) electronically transmitting key shipment data to allow CBP and TSA to 
conduct a joint security risk analysis of the air cargo shipments in order to identify 
potential threats to aviation security prior to lading. 

As part of this pilot, CBP and TSA jointly target and mitigate any cargo shipment 
identified as potentially being high risk before allowing it to be loaded onto an aircraft. 
This joint targeting cell is located at CBP’s National Targeting Center for Cargo (NTC- 
C) and is staffed with both CBP targeting experts and TSA targeting analysts. 

CBP and TSA have held preliminary discussions with additional air carriers. We plan to 
expand the current pilot program in a phased approach starting with other integrated 
express air carriers , and later expanding the pilot to include air cargo transported on 
passenger aircraft, and finally including all commercial or heavy-lift all-cargo operators. 
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As part of this expansion, Federal Express began transmitting advance shipment data on 
February 24, 2011. DHL began transmitting data on March 29, 2010 and it is anticipated 
that TNT will begin participation in the ACAS pilot program in the near future. As the 
ACAS pilot program expands to include all sectors of the air cargo industry, CBP and 
TSA will continue to analyze the data collected and refine the protocols, as needed. The 
results of the pilot program will guide the future policy and operational approaches that 
CBP and TSA will take to enhance the security of air cargo bound for the United States. 

TSA has established and will continue to pursue its bilateral efforts with countries under 
the TSA National Cargo Security Program (NCSP) Recognition process. The NCSP 
Recognition Program is a comprehensive, system-to-system evaluation program through 
which TSA reviews other countries’ air cargo security programs to determine whether 
their programs provide a level of security commensurate with the level of security 
provided by existing U.S. air cargo security programs. In effect, NCSP recognition 
would allow air carriers to implement the programs of countries with security 
requirements that meet or exceed U.S. (TSA) standards, thus reducing potentially 
duplicative screening requirements. The NCSP Recognition program has been well 
received both with international industry stakeholders and foreign government 
counterparts. TSA currently recognizes the programs of four countries and TSA has 
received inquiries from multiple countries to pursue NCSP recognition. Currently, these 
countries are at various stages of review and analysis in the NCSP process. 

TSA and CBP are continually working with industry and international partners to 
strengthen air cargo security requirements. TSA is also consistently renewing its efforts 
to ensure broader international awareness of TSA’s Congressional {9/11 Act) cargo 
screening mandate, to promote its strategies for achieving this requirement, to encourage 
countries to share their NCSPs for review and possible recognition, and to address the 
evolving threats to air cargo security. These forums include the Global Cargo Programs 
Working Group, one of the four sub-committees of the Air Cargo Security Working 
Group (ACSWG) formed by Secretary Napolitano, the European Commission (EC), the 
International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO), and Quadrilateral Working Group on 
Transportation Security (QUAD). 

TSA also maintains strong channels of communication with international industry 
associations and organizations such as the International Air Transport Association 
(lATA), The International Air Cargo Association (TIACA), Air Transport Association 
(ATA), the European Airlines Association (AEA), and the Association of Asia Pacific 
Airlines. TSA is also an active participant in the World Customs Organization Contact 
Group, through which agency representatives presented the goals of Secretary 
Napolitano’s Supply Chain Security Initiative. 

TSA and CBP have both made requests in the FY 2012 budget to continue to work on 
these efforts and are continuing to evaluate the impacts in terms of costs and resources. 
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PORTS OF ENTRY: CUSTOMS AND BORDER PROTECTION OFFICERS 

Mrs. Lowey. Thank you. 

On another issue. I have recently heard reports about staffing 
issues at Kennedy Airport, including that one quarter of all Cus- 
toms and Border Patrol officers (CBPOs) are handling basic immi- 
gration work rather than searching cargo for weapons or drugs. 
Perhaps more alarmingly, I have been told that 18 flights a day are 
arriving from known high-risk narcotic-producing nations without 
searches by CBPOs due to staffing shortages. 

So I would like to know, number one, what steps are you taking 
to ensure CBP is in fact searching cargo at Kennedy Airport rather 
than performing administrative tasks? And, secondly, what addi- 
tional resources do you need from Congress to achieve this mission? 

Mr. Bersin. I was at Kennedy Airport on Friday, Thursday and 
Friday of last week. We are constantly looking at the staffing 
issues and also the allocation of duties. So at Kennedy Airport, 
which has more CBPOs, Customs and Border Protection officers, 
than any other airport because of the size and the scope of its oper- 
ations, we have just under 1,800 now, with a staffing model that 
actually allocates both to the processing of people, which we have 
to do to prevent dangerous people from coming into the United 
States. But also increasingly, we check obviously on screening of 
freight and cargo coming into the United States, and Kennedy 
leads the way in terms of outbound checks. We have more out- 
bound checks led by an extraordinarily experienced and good group 
of officers. 

But I take your point that we always need to look at how do we 
allocate scarce resources and when do we need more resources for 
any particular function? 

I believe that we can improve the situation at Kennedy, but I am 
satisfied that the leadership and this new port director at Kennedy, 
who I hope you will have an opportunity to meet: Mr. Brian Hum- 
phrey, who was at O’Hare Airport, now in charge of Kennedy Air- 
port under Bob Perez’s leadership at the district. And I will make 
him aware of your concerns and confirm that he is always looking 
at how best to allocate the resources among the functions that we 
have. 


BORDER security: WEAPONS SMUGGLING 

Mrs. Lowey. I am not questioning anyone’s ability. I am just say- 
ing that I think it is important that we get the job done. If you 
need more assistance, you should let us know. 

In that regard, I have been to the San Diego entryway, and I 
have spent hours there. And to me it looks like a needle in a hay- 
stack. So I applaud you. I don’t know how you do that work. 

I also want to say, you talked before about the issues involving 
our government and the Mexican Government. I have met with 
Calderon, I have been there, I have talked with him. And I think 
this has reached proportions that are just extraordinarily dan- 
gerous. We know of the 35,000 lives that have been lost there. And 
I personally think it is not enough to say guns are going there and 
drugs are going there. I think we have to push for an assault weap- 
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ons ban, and I think we have to do something about controlling our 
use of drugs here in the United States of America. 

What to do about the infiltration of the military, infiltration of 
the security force with the cartels, because the cartels pay more 
than the government, and the corruption is another whole story for 
another hearing, Mr. Chairman. But I appreciate your mentioning 
those issues, and I think we just have to do something about it. 

So thank you again for appearing before us. And I think my time 
is up, so I will save my other question. 

Mr. Aderholt. We would like to go now to Mr. Carter. 

Mr. Carter. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

And, Commissioner, thank you for being here. Thank you for all 
the people in your Department that are doing very important work 
to protect our Nation. Texans feel it probably more, or as much — 
I would argue “more” than most in this country — as far as what 
you are doing on our borders. We are very appreciative of it. 

My friend just raised the issue of the question that seems to 
come up every time we address the border. We certainly are aware 
of the violence coming from the south. And the question then comes 
up, where do the weapons come from? And it seems to be the finger 
gets pointed at the United States, that we are allowing weapons to 
be smuggled into Mexico. 

I don’t know whether that is true or not. We assumed it was 
true. We had this discussion in the last Congress. We thought we 
had put adequate resources on the border to be able to inspect car- 
gos going south, but there are at least accusations that we are fail- 
ing in that inspection. 

First and foremost, I want to make sure that is actually true, 
and to learn something about the interdiction that you may have 
had on weapons going south. The reason I question this is because 
AK-47s are not American-manufactured weapons; they are Euro- 
pean-manufactured weapons, and that is what I see the bad guys 
carrying. But maybe we are importing them into the United States 
and then shipping them down there, I don’t know. 

I think that it is important that we do interdict weapons flowing 
south if they are coming through the United States. If we have a 
fault in this violence on the border, we need to correct that fault. 
My Governor in my State has said he is perfectly willing to assist 
with the resources of Texas law enforcement. Would that be of as- 
sistance to you if Texas law enforcement — and law enforcement of 
other States, was willing to assist in the interdiction of weapons 
going south? 

Second, do you have any weapons coming in from other sources 
besides the United States of America? 

Mr. Bersin. With regard to the source of weapons flow into Mex- 
ico, I think we have to acknowledge that many of the weapons do 
come from the United States. I think that has been established by 
the work of ICE [U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement] and 
ATE [Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Eirearms, and Explosives] as 
they have traced weapons that are seized in Mexico and traced 
back to sales in the United States. So I think we should acknowl- 
edge that, because it is a fact. 

I think the extent of it, though, is not certain. You hear charges 
from certain quarters in Mexico that it is 98 percent. Others say 
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90 percent. Others say it is 80 percent. I think we should just ac- 
knowledge that it is an issue and we need to deal with it in terms 
of a new situation. 

At the same time, there is no question in my mind that weapons 
are being smuggled into Mexico from the southern border as well, 
through Central America, particularly some of the heavier weapons 
that are there. 

But, again, in keeping with this new relationship between the 
United States and Mexico, we acknowledge the issue. And, as you 
suggested, it is one we need to work on. 

With regard to outbound operations. Secretary Napolitano, begin- 
ning in March 2009, instituted for the first time in the history of 
our border, not southbound checks of which there were intermittent 
ones, but instead a regular systematic check, not a 24/7 check, but 
a systematic, well-orchestrated effort to intercept guns and cash 
going south. 

With regard to the participation of local law enforcement, they 
do participate now, all over the border from California to Texas. 
Texas DPS [Department of Public Safety] is a big partner of us, 
and Border Patrol agents speak highly of it, as do I. 

With regard to local sheriffs and local police departments in 
Texas and elsewhere, they are often involved in task forces that are 
participating in southbound checks, and they share in the for- 
feiture of assets that are seized and liquidated as a result of those 
seizures. 

So the answer is, yes, those partnerships are critical. And they 
can always be improved, but they are very extensive, as we speak. 

Mr. Carter. We certainly are perfectly willing to be involved in 
our State, and our Governor is speaking out publicly that he is 
willing to share any resources you need to protect our State. Be- 
cause, quite honestly, we are very concerned about the violence 
across the border. 

I was with people from Laredo yesterday. We were talking about 
how much we used to share a great celebration on our borders, 
George Washington’s birthday celebration, and it used to flow back 
and forth between Nuevo Laredo and Laredo. That flow now stops, 
and we have snipers protecting our meeting of Governors on the 
international bridge. That is a dangerous situation that shouldn’t 
occur between friendly neighbors, and it concerns Texas greatly 
that this is going on. 

Mr. Bersin. It should concern all Americans, Mr. Carter. And I 
will say that, for all the violence taking place in northern Mexico, 
including Nuevo Laredo, the fact is that we have not seen that 
spillover violence into the United States, even from Juarez to El 
Paso. And, Mr. Carter, it is a major, major mandate of CBP to see 
that that does not happen. Working with DOJ [the Department of 
Justice] and with local law enforcement, we need to make clear to 
the cartels, particularly in the wake of the killing of a law enforce- 
ment agent in Mexico, that we will not tolerate the widespread vio- 
lence coming over from Mexico into our country, and we will not 
tolerate the killing of American law enforcement officers. 

Mr. Carter. Well, my time is up. But I assure you the State of 
Texas stands ready, willing, and able to assist you in any way you 
request. 
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Mr. Bersin. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Aderholt. Ms. Roybal-Allard. 

INTERNATIONAL TRADE AND IMPORTATION: ILLEGAL IMPORTS 

Ms. Roybal-Allard. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

And welcome. Commissioner. As you are well aware, protecting 
American businesses and American workers from illegal imports is 
a key component of CBP’s mission. Unfortunately, the agency has 
been unable to prevent Chinese shippers from evading paying dues 
on many of their shipments into the United States. 

In November, Senate investigators posing as business owners 
easily found ten Chinese companies willing and able to sneak mer- 
chandise into the United States to avoid paying duties which have 
been imposed to protect more than 120 domestic companies and 
12,000 U.S. workers from unfairly traded imports. 

Also, steel industry investigators recently discovered a consign- 
ment of tubing bound for the Los Angeles market, used books, 
again to avoid detection of their required duties. 

This failure to address industrial smuggling, as you know, is 
costing American jobs and robbing our Treasury of much needed 
revenue. What is preventing CBP from doing a better job of ad- 
dressing this threat posed by Chinese illegal imports? And what is 
it that you are doing to address this, and how can we be helpful? 

Mr. Bersin. Ms. Roybal-Allard, I would say that of the many 
changes that the Secretary has instituted and that I am proud to 
be implementing, one of the largest has to do with reemphasizing 
the importance of our trade function at Customs and Border Pro- 
tection; in addition to securing the flow of goods, we need to expe- 
dite the lawful movement of goods. And in fact we see that expe- 
diting of lawful traffic as being entirely consistent with and critical 
to raising our security profile. It is only by expediting the move- 
ment of the vast amount of lawful traffic that we can actually con- 
centrate our attention on the very small amount of traffic that pre- 
vents risks of harm to our security. And we include in the defini- 
tion of “security,” our economic prosperity and our economic com- 
petitiveness. 

So in fact we are revamping the relationship between our ports 
and the trade function at CBP to see to it that trade enforcement 
of Intellectual Property Rights, of various antidumping provisions, 
has a new emphasis in our activities, because we don’t see that as 
being antithetical to our security duties. 

And I think you will see over the coming weeks and months a 
focus on such industries as the textiles. As you see a focus on the 
evasion and the defrauding on the basis of NAFTA [North Atlantic 
Free Trade Agreement] distinctions, I think you will see increased 
attention both from CBP and from ICE to Intellectual Property 
Rights enforcement. These are important objectives of the Sec- 
retary and ones that we see as completely consistent with our mis- 
sion of keeping dangerous people and dangerous things out of the 
United States. 

PORTS OF entry: need for improved security 

Ms. Roybal-Allard. Which brings me to my second question. 
The National Immigration Forum and the Texas Border Coalition 
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have found that while billions of dollars have been spent between 
ports of entry, such as the vast expansive desert along the south- 
west border, by comparison DHS has spent little to improve secu- 
rity at the ports of entry. 

According to a white paper by the Texas Border Coalition, the 
probability of a person being apprehended for criminal activity be- 
tween ports of entry is 70 percent, and only 30 percent at the ports 
of entry where the bulk of criminal activity occurs. 

This is a vulnerability, as has been discussed earlier, that Mexi- 
can drug cartels have exploited. And according to the 2010 Na- 
tional Drug Threat Assessment, more than 90 percent of hard 
drugs smuggled into the U.S. in 2009 actually came through our 
border ports. 

In addition, according to the Border Trade Alliance, which is a 
network of leaders and business and government, insufficient staff- 
ing at border crossings is creating bottlenecks that seriously im- 
pede the flow of commerce vital to the economy of both countries. 

While I am pleased that your fiscal year 2012 budget request in- 
cludes additional funding to meet this need, it falls far short of 
what is needed to combat drug cartels and facilitate the flow of 
goods and people through our busy border ports of entry. 

I understand that earlier you spoke of efforts and of success 
along a specific corridor in Arizona on the Southwest border, and 
I applaud your efforts in that area. However, given the reports that 
I referenced, can you please tell us what strategies you have to ad- 
dress the threats at the ports of entry? And wouldn’t our country 
be better served if our resources were directed towards these areas 
that appear to be the main ports of illegal activity? 

Mr. Aderholt. Ms. Roybal-Allard, your time is expired. But go 
ahead and answer this question briefly. And then we will go on. 
But go ahead. 

Mr. Bersin. The issue is not a zero-sum game. And you are ex- 
actly right; we need to see the border not as divided irrevocably be- 
tween the ports and at the ports, we have to see it as a continuous 
border. And we do see it that way at GBP. 

So in fact, as you noted, the budget asked for 300 additional 
CBPOs that are necessary to staff the new ports of entry on the 
Southwest border. We have also received 250 more CBPOs in the 
Southwest supplemental bill, in the 2012 budget actually made a 
part of the base budget. But over time we do need to address that 
issue. There is no question. 

In fiscal year 2004, there were 17,689 CBPOs and there were 
10,819 Border Patrol officers. In fiscal year 2011, there were 20,370 
Border Patrol agents and 20,777 CBPOs. So while we have seen 
growth in CBPOs, we have seen much greater rates of growth in 
the Border Patrol. 

We are conscious of the issue you raise, but we see it as a con- 
tinuum and believe that we can continue to grow CBPOs in a way 
that will address more effectively the issues you raise. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Latham. 

BORDER security: BORDER SEARCH AUTHORITY 

Mr. Latham. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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Welcome, Commissioner. I have heard from different people in- 
side the Department and outside the Department on the issue of 
contraband coming into this country, whether drugs, whatever it 
may be, that maybe we are not using the kind of authority we al- 
ready have. I am talking about the border search authority. There 
has been a change in the way the authority is used according to 
some. If you would just tell us what your policy is, and whether 
search authority is being utilized in the way it should be. 

Mr. Bersin. Mr. Latham, I can speak as a former prosecutor, 
and assure you that there is no place in the American landscape 
where American law enforcement has greater powers of search 
without any reasonable suspicion or any probable cause but, rath- 
er, as a matter of protecting the American Homeland at the phys- 
ical ports of entry. Those authorities are fully in use, in fact are 
even in greater use with regard to matters of questioning. 

So, for example, in the wake of the assassination of Agent Jaime 
Zapata in San Luis Potosi, we exercise those authorities to the full- 
est, to question and hold in secondary anybody with the remotest 
link to the Zeta group believed to be responsible for the murder of 
Agent Zapata. 

So I want to assure you as a prosecutor, also as the head of GBP, 
that we understand our authorities. We understand that they need 
to be used responsibly, but they also need to be used fully, and 
they are being used to the fullest extent consistent with our tac- 
tical objectives. 

Mr. Latham. I don’t understand why we keep hearing reports 
that it is not being used as it should be, or as widely. Are there 
any other agencies that you give that authority to? 

Mr. Bersin. When people are cross-designated from ICE or in 
fact from one of the DOJ agencies or in fact, as Mr. Carter sug- 
gested, when local law enforcement is part of the task on the out- 
bound, if they are cross-designated they are actually empowered 
with the same authorities of search to the fullest extent permitted 
at the border, which is the widest permitted under American law 
and jurisprudence. 

So I think what would be helpful is when you are told that a bor- 
der authority is not being used, it is good to get the case; and I 
would be happy to respond to the case, because I am a very firm 
believer in the exercise of our authority at the border, responsibly, 
but also fully. 

Mr. Latham. So how does the contraband come in? 

Mr. Bersin. Those authorities are not exercised on every car that 
comes in across the United States border. We have 270,000 vehicles 
coming into the United States every day from the northern border 
and the southern border, and what we use are risk management, 
the experience and skill and knowledge of our officers, which is not 
perfect. But the alternative is not one that the Congress has ever 
commended to us, which is to open up every trunk and subject 
every car to an X-Ray, which would bring trade and travel into the 
United States, so critical to our economy, to a halt. 

But you are right, there is a decision that can be made. I submit 
to you, sir, that we want to use our powers to the fullest, but we 
want to use those powers where we have good reason to believe 
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that they will provide us with a secure result and not represent an 
undue burden on lawful trade and traffic. 

Mr. Latham. Do we have any idea what percentage of the 
amount of, say, drugs are being caught at the border? 

Mr. Bersin. Mr. Latham, I have been involved in border-related 
activities for 20 years, and I have heard a whole range of esti- 
mates. And rather than provide one, all of which are, at best, edu- 
cated guesses, I would just as soon share my personal view, not an 
official view, off line. I can’t state it with any official imprimatur 
and would hesitate to do that and thereby mislead people that 
there is some more certainty to it because of the position I occupy. 

INTERNATIONAL TRADE AND IMPORTATION: BORDER INSPECTIONS 

Mr. Latham. Ms. Roybal-Allard was talking about trade. A lot of 
the companies in the U.S. have teamed up in a partnership like the 
Customs Trade Partnership Against Terrorism and importer self- 
assessment programs, but they still seem to have significant 
delays. Apparently, there are 47 different agencies involved in 
some way in border inspections. Are the programs working as they 
should? 

Mr. Bersin. Sir, there are now more than 10,000 companies that 
are part of the Customs-Trade Partnership Against Terrorism. As 
I indicated in response to Ms. Roybal-Allard’s question, one of our 
major objectives consistent with maintaining a high level of secu- 
rity and increasing security levels is to restructure the relationship 
with the trade and provide a more expedited passag:e for those 
members of the trade community who are trusted shippers, who 
have engaged in the ISA [Importer Self-Assessment Program], who 
have engaged in the supply chain security matters. 

And I think if you consult with the trade associations, you will 
see, both in the air cargo area, where we have partnered on the se- 
curity measure having to do with freight, so too in terms of this 
idea of what benefits can we provide to the trusted shippers, to the 
trusted importers, to the trusted customs programs. And we are 
working with the private sector to enhance those benefits and to 
work with our partner government agencies. 

While there are 47 agencies for which we serve as the executive 
agent and we take action at the border on their behalf, seven agen- 
cies, including EPA [the Environmental Protection Agency], FDA 
[the Food and Drug Administration] notably. Agriculture, the High- 
way Safety Transportation, are the main agencies for which we 
work, and that is where the ACE [Automated Commercial Environ- 
ment] program is critical. And I look forward to discussing with the 
committee the work we are doing with ACE that is critical to the 
issue you raise. 

Mr. Aderholt. Let me yield now to Mr. Dent. I understand you 
have a quick question for clarification. 

CARGO security: cbp and tsa responsibilities 

Mr. Dent. Commissioner Bersin, just quickly. Could you please 
clarify for the record the respective roles of CBP and TSA with re- 
gard to screening and inspecting international air cargo? 

It is my understanding that CBP inspects arriving cargo at ports 
of entry under its customs authority, but that TSA inspects and 
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screens U.S.-bound cargo overseas and departing the U.S. because 
of its aviation security responsibilities. And it is the only agency 
empowered to carry out such screening overseas. Can you clarify 
that? 

Mr. Bersin. Yes. That is generally correct in terms of where the 
physical inspections take place, although TSA relies on certified 
screeners in many cases abroad. But we are involved very heavily 
in this work in partnership with TSA, because the targeting work 
that takes place is done through the National Targeting Center for 
Cargo in Herndon, Virginia. 

So, for example, when cargo is placed on a commercial airline or 
on an express carrier, there is a manifest filing that is processed 
by CBP officers in Herndon, Virginia. We are partnering with TSA, 
so there are TSA officers. 

Mr. Dent. You are talking about the cargo manifest, not the pas- 
sengers’ manifests? 

Mr. Bersin. We analyze the passenger manifest as well at 
the National Targeting Center for Passengers. But for cargo, we co- 
locate with TSA so that the targeting is being done by CBP at the 
NTC-C. But the actual screening, you are correct, is being done by 
either TSA personnel or TSA-certified screeners. 

CUSTOMS FEE ADJUSTMENT 

Mr. Dent. Thank you. 

Mr. Aderholt. Let me turn now just briefly — and I know we 
have very limited time, and I want to get to a couple more just for 
a second round. But as you know. Commissioner, it has been dif- 
ficult in getting the customs fee changes enacted in the past. And 
of course it is out of this Committee’s jurisdiction. But how will 
CBP make up that $55 million fee revenue difference if the legisla- 
tion is not enacted as we had discussed earlier? 

Mr. Bersin. Mr. Chairman, this is part of a larger issue and 
challenge that faces CBP. So, for example, 37 percent of our 
CBPOs, 37 percent of the 20,186 officers are actually paid by user 
fees. So when we see a decline, which we have seen during the 
height of the recession — in 2009 we saw a decline in user fees of 
8 percent — we need to make up the difference and we do that in 
the appropriations. 

It is not a satisfactory situation, which is why we have asked for 
the help of the Congress in both repealing the exemptions from the 
COBRA [Consolidated Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act] fee to 
generate the $55 million in a period of constrained budget re- 
sources. 

But you are correct. If that relief is not there, we need then to 
turn to our appropriations. And we do it in a way consistent with 
the appropriations, but in a way that does not permit the predict- 
ability or, as Ms. Roybal-Allard’s question suggested, with the 
growth projectory that we have seen where there is an appropria- 
tion made in the case of the Border Patrol, and we have seen a 
steady growth. 

Mr. Aderholt. Well, as we mentioned earlier, it is about truth- 
in-budgeting. We need a responsible request from the Administra- 
tion for operations, especially in light of the fact that we have a 
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shortage of officers at major airports. And these are things that 
certainly we need to pay attention to. 

At this time, let me go ahead and recognize Mr. Price. 

CARGO security: container security initiative 

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

And Mr. Commissioner, I want to get into another of the 100 per- 
cent mandates you are dealing with from the 9/11 Act, this one 
having to do with the scanning of U.S.-hound cargo overseas. I will 
not have time to ask the full question and you won’t have time to 
fully answer it, so we will both no doubt make submissions for the 
record. 

But let me just flag this issue, because I think it is important 
and I think there is a certain ambiguity in your budget with re- 
spect to the 2-year intentions. 

I have made it abundantly clear that I share the Secretary’s 
skepticism that the 100 percent mandate is achievable, certainly 
within the 2012 time frame. She just said it is not going to work. 
And I believe it would probably take a prohibitive amount of re- 
sources to scan all cargo overseas at any near point in time. 

In any event, DHS has chosen a different path. I think you have 
made that quite clear. You are using a risk-based methodology, 
using advance information and intelligence to target the high-risk, 
highest risk maritime cargo for scanning overseas. 

Now, in light of this, I want to ask you to elaborate on your 
budget request and on the future, in particular, of the Secure 
Freight Initiative program, which, as you know, is the pilot pro- 
gram involving 100 percent scanning overseas, and the Container 
Security Initiative which involves dozens of ports overseas where 
the targeting methodology is being implemented and perfected. 

The earlier budget request that you made for 2011 seems to envi- 
sion certainly the scaling down, if not the phasing out of the Secure 
Freight Initiative pilots in all places except Pakistan. Yet your 
2012 budget includes funding for two pilots to test the 100 percent 
screening mandate. In essence, as I read it, replicating the SFI 
model used in Pakistan in a different high-threat corridor likely on 
the Arabian peninsula. I do not understand the consistency of that 
request with the path the Department has chosen and with your 
earlier funding proposals. 

And then, also, we need to know what the future of CSI is. Is 
it really feasible to reduce the overseas physical presence of your 
officers in these ports where this is a very difficult thing to carry 
out? Is it really feasible to reduce that to the degree that you are 
suggesting? And in any event, what is the future of the CSI ap- 
proach and the kind of pattern you anticipate for continuing and 
enhancing this kind of work overseas? 

Mr. Aderholt. Commissioner, let me just say, we have that joint 
session. If you could just briefly maybe answer Mr. Price and then 
maybe submit the rest of your answer. I do want to let Mr. Carter 
get one question in before we go to the joint session. So if you will 
briefly answer that, and then we will go to Mr. Carter. 

Mr. Bersin. Yes, sir. 

In a word, we should supplement the record, and we will, be- 
cause these are very serious issues. And with regard to the Secure 
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Freight Initiative (SFI), we think that the pilots have dem- 
onstrated that we should restrict the application of that model, 
which is basically getting X-Ray images taken abroad by foreign 
service nationals and transmitted to Virginia for analysis. We 
think that should be restricted to those relatively few countries 
where American officers would not be safe. So in fact, we do not 
have officers in Pakistan, and that is why we have maintained the 
SFI in that form there. 

The CSI [Container Security Initiative], frankly the changes 
there — which we need to elaborate — are fully consistent with the 
difference in circumstances between 2002 and today. So in fact in 
2002, we had no advanced data. We had no automated targeting 
capabilities. We had no NTC. We had no Do Not Load authority. 
We had a limited overseas presence. We had very few international 
relationships. That situation has completely changed 8 years later, 
9 years later. And the CSI program, still very critical, needs to 
evolve and is evolving, and this budget reflects that. 

But Mr. Chairman, if I may, we would like to supplement that. 
And Mr. Price, if possible, I would like to have an opportunity to 
go into much greater detail on what the new CSI looks like and 
how it is consistent with the goals that you have espoused and ar- 
ticulated. 

[The information follows:] 
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Commissioner Bersin’s supplement to a question from Representative Price - But 

Mr. Chairman, if I may, we would like to supplement that. And Mr. Price, if possible, I 
would like to have an opportunity to go into much greater detail on what the new CSI 
looks like and how it is consistent with the goals that you have espoused and articulated. 

RESPONSE: Through the Container Security Initiative (CSI), the Secure Freight 
Initiative (SFI), and other programs, CBP addresses the challenges involved in 
identifying high-risk cargo as early as possible in the supply chain. The Trade Act of 
2002 and its implementing regulations require industry to submit electronic manifest data 
to CBP 24 hours prior to the cargo being laden on a vessel destined for the United States. 
CBP’s pre-departure manifest data requirements were further enhanced with the 
implementation of the Importer Security Filing (10+2) pursuant to the SAFE Port Act of 
2006. CBP utilizes the Automated Targeting System (ATS) as a means to screen 
advanced manifest data and assist CBP Officers in identifying high-risk cargo. Upon 
screening, CBP can issue “Do Not Load” messages for shipments deemed high risk until 
the risk can be mitigated or resolved. 

Well-established international relationships have been developed and CBP has a large 
overseas presence. In addition, there is a number of security programs developed to 
utilize CBP’s legal authorities as well as operational resources to ensure adequate 
screening of high-risk cargo. For instance, CSI was developed to identify and inspect 
high-risk cargo before it is laden aboard a vessel destined for the United States, and the 
Customs-Trade Partnership Against Terrorism (C-TPAT) was established to provide end- 
to-end supply chain security. Both programs were codified into law by the Safe Pott Act 
of 2006. 

The CSI core mission of identifying and inspecting high-risk cargo before it is laden on a 
vessel destined for the United States remains the same today; however, the means to 
accomplish that mission have matured. New and improved technology allows more 
targeting to be accomplished from the National Targeting Center-Cargo (NTC-C) at a 
much more efficient and reduced cost. Innovative and effective software has been 
developed and perfected to allow non-intrusive inspection (Nil) images to be transmitted 
to the NTC-C for review and risk mitigation. Improved data and targeting systems allow 
for better identification of high-risk shipments, thus promoting better mitigation of the 
risk of those shipments. In addition, information sharing has improved with our host 
counterparts. More countries have implemented robust, security-based partnership 
programs, which raises the level of confidence for success of programs based, in part, on 
international cooperation, such as CSI and the international Authorized Economic 
Operator programs. 

In early FY 2009, CSI began reducing the number of CBP Officers at the foreign seaports 
in an effort to utilize staffing in areas needing greater support and ensure that staffing 
levels remain consistent with workload. In January 2009, the CSI foreign footprint was 
167 CSI Officers, 17 ICE Special Agents and 1 1 Intelligence Research Specialists (IRS) 
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from the Office of Intelligence and Operations Coordination (OIOC), The current 
staffing of CSI consists of 86 CSI Officers, 8 ICE Special Agents and no IRS support 
from OIOC. While there has been a decrease in the staffing of CSI Officers abroad, CSI 
has increased the staffing level at the NTC-C to support targeting functions in overseas 
ports. Accordingly, the decrease in the CSI staffing at foreign locations has not 
compromised the CSI mission because CBP has been able to accomplish the CSI mission 
more efficiently and in a more cost-effective manner through the increased staffing and 
resources at the NTC-C. 

In the future, programs such as CSI will continue to be an integral part of CBP’s effort to 
ensure effective targeting and examination of high-risk cargo prior to being laden on a 
vessel bound for the United States. It is envisioned that CBP’s path forward for FY 201 1 
and beyond will include the development and use of a hybrid of a variety of operational 
concepts necessary to address the specific needs of each foreign port. CBP Officers from 
the NTC-C will perform more targeting for foreign seaports and refer shipments for 
examination when appropriate. CBP will continue to evaluate the foreign footprint for 
the CSI and remain with a minimum number of foreign-based CBP personnel to conduct 
and witness exams in coordination with our host-country counterparts, collaborate and 
share information with host-country counterparts and maintain the relationships 
developed over the past several years. CSI remains operational in all 58 ports and a 
variety of operational protocols for each port are being explored that will allow CSI to 
operate more efficiently without diminishing overall mission of CSI, CBP does not 
anticipate closing any CSI locations in FY 2012. 

The FY 2012 request includes maintaining SFI operations in Qasim, Pakistan, as well as 
maintaining CSI in all 58 existing locations. The request also includes an enhancement 
of $7.5 million to determine the most responsible path forward for securing maritime 
cargo. The Administration is working to develop a Global Supply Chain Security 
Strategy to improve the security of the global supply chain. This strategy will focus on all 
modes of transportation and will be consistent with a risk -based approach to supply chain 
security. This funding will be used to conduct cargo screening pilot(s) to assess 
alternatives to the 100% maritime cargo scanning as mandated by the Security and 
Accountability for Every Port (SAFE) Act. This will enable CBP to test alternatives to 
extend the zone of security beyond the physical borders, strengthen global supply chain 
security, and enhance CBP’s multi-layered security strategy. 

CBP continues to review how new technology can assist in securing the supply chain. Of 
particular interest are automatic anomaly identification and technology that use radiation 
and imaging to scan transshipped cargo. The use and limitations of current technology is 
only one of the many challenges associated with implementing the legislative mandate 
regarding cargo scanning included in the Implementing Recommendations of the 9/1 1 
Commission Act of 2007. 
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Mr. Price. Thank you. 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you, Commissioner. 
Mr. Carter. 


BORDER security: stonegarden grants 

Mr. Carter. Thank you. 

We have a short time scheduled here. Operation Stonegarden 
grants are in your budget. How are they being utilized? Has there 
been any mention of that today? And is there anything that is pre- 
venting them from being utilized? 

Mr. Bersin. No, sir. What we have done is channeled and tun- 
neled the Stonegarden grants, which were border related. We tun- 
neled them to the area of greatest impact and need, which is the 
southwest border. These funds permit local law enforcement, sher- 
iff departments from Texas, police departments in California, to ac- 
tually use their officers overtime in operations that are related to 
border security. 

The Secretary and I are great proponents of this program, and 
that program will continue and hopefully be strengthened over the 
years to come. 

Mr. Carter. If there are ways to strengthen this program let us 
know what they are. 

Mr. Bersin. Thank you. 

Mr. Carter. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you. Commissioner, for being here today. 
We look forward to working with you on these issues. And the 
meeting is adjourned. 

Mr. Bersin. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE Robert Aderholt 

Commissioner Bersin 

FY 2012 CBP Budget 


Statistics and Data 


Question: Please update information provided last year on the type and volume of contraband (e.g. narcotics, 
fraudulent products, illegal shipped weapons) and value of smuggled currency seized or interdicted by CBP 
Officers and Border Patrol Agents, as well as related arrests, from FY 2010 and projected for FY 201 1 - 2012. 


ANSWER: 


Office of Field Operations PORT SEIZURES 



FY 2010 

Inbound Outbound Total 

FY 201 1 YTD Ending Feb 201 1 
Inbound Outbound Total 

Drugs (lbs) 

Air 

235,527 

283 

235,810 

81.163 

384 

81,547 

Land 

534,847 

1534 

536,381 

216,871 

70 

216,941 

Sea 

27,041 

120 

27,161 

6,355 

30 

6,385 

Currency 

Air 

$ 23,640,396 

$ 17,941,836 

$ 41,582,232 

$ 7,536,053 

$5,476,148 

$ 13,012,201 

Land 

$ 4,985,789 

$28,550,121 

$ 33,535,910 

$ 1,921,473 

$13,698,996 

$ 15,620.469 

Sea 

$ 1,990,143 

$ 274.295 

$ 2,264,438 

$ 191,377 

$ 350.000 

$ 541,377 

Fraudulent 

Documents 

Air 

592 

N/A 

592 

244 

N/A 

244 

Land 

28,494 

N/A 

28,494 

6,492 

N/A 

6,492 

Sea 

32 

N/A 

32 

14 

N/A 

14 

Arms 

Air 

340 

733 

1.073 

64 

497 

561 

Land 

195 

495 

690 

95 

411 

506 

Sea 

58 

1068 

1,126 

1 

44 

45 


Air 

5,915 

472 

6,387 

2,134 

235 

2,369 

Arrests 

Land 

47,115 

3,334 

50,449 

16,66! 

1,187 

17,848 


Sea 

1262 

121 

1,383 

496 

63 

559 

Intellectual 

Property 

Rights 

Seizures 




19,959 

12,197 

N/A 

12,197 


Source: BorderStat, 21 March 201 1 


Economic, social, and illicit market factors, especially when combined with the evolutionary nature of 
smuggling routes and techniques, make it impossible to predict or project CBP enforcement statistics for future 
fiscal years. 
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Office of Border Patrol Betw een the Port Seizures 


USBP Nationwide Narcotics, Firearms, Ammunition, and Currency Seizures 
FY2010, FY2011TD through 2/28/11 

Data Source: EID (Unofficiai) FY2010 as of End of Year Date, FY201 1TD as of 3/23/1 1 


FY2010 FY2011TD 



Kilograms 

Pounds 

Kilograms Pounds 

Marijuana 

1,102,792 

2.431,214 

478,376 1,054,628 

Cocaine 

4.744 

10,459 

1,054 2,324 

Heroin 

132 

291 

35 78 

Methamphetamine 

427 

941 

221 488 

Ecstasy 

184 

405 

224 494 

Firearm 

573 


227 

Ammunition (rounds) 

60,595 

18,176 

Currency 

$11,721,703 

$6,094,537 


Office of Air and Marine* 


FY 2010 

FY 201 1 YTD Ending Mar 2011 

Marijuana (lbs) 

648,151 


403.205 

Cocaine (lbs) 

183,135 


61,550 

Heroin (lbs) 

128 


70 

Methamphetamine (lbs) 

426 


282 

Total Drugs (lbs) 

831,840 


465.106 

Currency 

55,306.743 


$16,312,002 

Weapons 

1,109 


143 

Apprehensions 

62,338 


27,972 

Arrests 

1,991 


1,027 


Source; BorderStat FY10: TECS 31 March 2011 

•QAM initiated or participated in the apprehension, arrest, seizure and/or disruption of the above . 


Land Border Wait Times 


Question: Please update information provided last year and list average land border wait times for privately 
operated vehicles and commercial vehicles, by crossing (as tracked on the CBP web page), for FY 2010. 

ANSWER: Please see the chart below in response to this question. 




CommefCial 

PmminJy Owned fehicte Lane 
finminyiBs) 

Alexandria Bav 

Thousand Islands Bndqe 

0.5 

0.9 

Andrade 



20.3 

Blaine 

Pacific Highway 

10.6 

12,9 

Blaine 

Peace Arch 


12.2 

Brownsville 

B&M 


23.3 

Brownsville 

Gateway 


19.9 

Brownsville 

Los indios 

3.2 

9.9 
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Brownsville 

Veterans Internationa! 

16.7 

26,1 

Buffalo/Niagara 

Falls 

Lewiston Bridge 

1.9 

5.5 

Buffalo/Niagara 

Falls 

Peace Bridge 

2.0 

1.7 

Buffalo/Niagara 

Falls 

Rainbow Bridge 


1.4 

Buffalo/Niagara 

Falls 

Whirlpool Bridge 


0.0 

Calais 

Ferry Point 

1.5 

1.0 

Calais 

International Avenue 

0,0 

0.1 

Calais 

Milltown 

0.7 

0.4 

Calexico 

East 

16.6 

33.9 

Calexico 

West 


41.4 

Champlain 


0.3 

3.1 

Columbus 


6.4 

6.3 

Del Rio 


0.6 

4.7 

Derby Line 


1.1 

1.0 

Detroit 

Ambassador Bridge 

4.5 

4.0 

Detroit 

Windsor Tunnel 

5.8 

6.1 

Douglas 


0.7 

13.4 

Eagle Pass 

Bridge 1 


14.2 

Eagle Pass 

Bridge II 

3.6 

9.2 

El Paso 

Bridge of the Americas 
(BOTA) 

17.1 

29.8 

El Paso 

Paso Dei Norte (PDN) 


27.3 

E! Paso 

Ysleta 

10.6 

28.2 

Fabens 

Fabens 


7.1 

Fort Hancock 

Fort Hancock 


0.3 

Hidalgo/Pharr 

Anzalduas International 

Bridge 


15.2 

Hidalgo/Pharr 

Hidalgo 


16.2 

Hidalgo/Pharr 

Pharr 

7,9 

9.7 

Highgate Springs 


0,3 

1,5 

Houlton 


2.1 

2,5 

International Falls 


0.0 

3.1 

Jackman 


0,2 

0.5 

Laredo 

Bridge 1 


18.5 

Laredo 

Bridge II 


21.2 

Laredo 

Colombia Solidarity 

7.3 

7.8 

Laredo 

World Trade Bridge 

26.0 


Lukeville 


21.0 

6.9 

Lynden 


6.5 

10.4 

Madawaska 


0.8 

0.8 

Massena 


0.0 

0,7 

Naco 


0.2 

2.7 

Nogales 

Deconcini 


27.3 

Nogales 

Mariposa 

22.8 

34.4 

Nogales 

Morley Gate 



Norton 


0.0 

0.0 

Otay Mesa 

Commercial 

15.7 


Otay Mesa 

Passenger 


27.1 

Pembina 


4.4 

2.4 

Point Roberts 



4.3 

Port Huron 

Bluewater Bridge 

6.7 

5.7 
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Presidio 


0.0 

8,3 

Proqreso 


19.3 

7.7 

Rio Grande City 


0.6 

7.2 

Roma 


0.4 

5.2 

San Luis 


2.3 

47,1 

San Ysidro 



42.3 

Santa Teresa 

Santa Teresa Port of Entry 

7.7 

18.8 

Sauit Ste. Marie 

Internationa! Bridqe - SSM 

5.2 

5.2 

Stanton DCL 

Stanton DCL 


2.0 

Sumas 


3.3 

5.5 

Sweetqrass 


6.9 

5.3 

Tecate 


6.4 

20,7 


Reception and Rcprcseptation Funds 


Question: How does CBP plan to utilize its reception and representation expenses in FY12? 

ANSWER: Official Reception and Representation (ORR) Fund resources will be used only for official 
reception and representation functions associated with, and valuable to, the conduct of U.S. Customs and 
Border Protection’s (CBP) international and other related activities during FYI2. Although CBP does not have 
a specific list of planned events for the representation funds, the funding will be used to support activities as 
they arise that help CBP achieve its mission. 

Question: To date, how much has been spent in FYl i, and what is the plan for the remainder of the fiscal 
year? Please provide detail for each expenditure. 

ANSWER: FYl 1 representation funds spent to date total $13,127.16 and the remaining funds will be spent on 
an as-needed basis to entertain both foreign and domestic officials, within or outside the borders of the United 
States, where the principal purpose of the event is related to CBP’s mission. (See detailed expenditure report 
following of each event spent to date). 


FY2011 CBP REPRESENTATION FUND 


EVENT AMOUNT SPENT 


Office of Congressional Affairs hosted luncheon for the Senate 
Appropriations Committee in Harper's Ferry, West Virginia- October 8. 
2010 

$138,00 

Deputy Commissioner hosted dinner meeting following the I E, Canada 
Conference and Trade Show on October 18. 2010 

$484,11 

Dinner, luncheon and briefing hosted by Commissioner Bersin for the 
delegation of United Arab Emirates on October 18-21, 2010. 

$3,229.19 

Protocol supplies purchased for Commissioner’s Office on January 3, 
2010 

$50.00 

CBP Attach^, Brussels participation with US Embassy to U S. Law 
Enforcement Working Group (LEWG) function held in Brussels. 

Belgium on December 16, 2010. 

$500.00 

Commissioner and Deputy Commissioner hosted lunch meeting with 
Canada Border Services Agency (CBSA) President Stephen Rigby and 
Executive Vice President Luc Porte lance to discuss several critical 
cross-border issues held on November 4. 2010. 

$90.00 
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CBP Attache, Italy participation with US Embassy to U.S. Law 
Enforcement Working Group (LEWG) function held in Rome, Italy on 
Decembers, 2010. 

$500.00 

Supplies purchased for Commissioner and Deputy Commissioner’s 
official meetings as defined in CBP Directive 1210-004A on November 
18, 2010. 

$50.00 

The Project North Star (PNS), the US Border Patrol's Havre Sector, 
Office of Border Patrol (OBP) hosted a PNS Western Region work- 
group meeting. PNS is a forum for circulating best practices among 
many US and Canadian law enforcement agencies held on Dec. 1 , 

2010. 

$869.92 

Lunch meeting hosted by INA, Asia Division Director with 2 Taipei 
Economic and Cultural Representatives from Government of Taiwan. 
Topic of discussion Includes Authorized Economic Operation/Customs- 
Trade Partnership Against Terrorism meeting. International Air Cargo 
Interdiction Training at JFK and other objectives set forth in the CBP 
Taiwan Strategy. The lunch meeting will be held at Washington, DC on 
December 6, 2010. 

$150.00 

CBP Attach^, South Africa participation to upcoming South African 
Immigration Liaison (SAIL) luncheon. The event was held in South 

Africa on December 8, 2010. 

$500.00 

CBP Attache, Ottawa Canada co-sponsored a gathering at the U.S. 
Embassy with other U.S. Agencies. Approximately 375 Canadian Law 
Enforcement officers were invited to this yearly event. The event was 
held at Ottawa, Canada on December 8, 2010. 

$350.00 

CBP Commissioner provided funding for White House event per DHS. 
This event will include top administration officials including. Secretary 
Napolitano. The event was held on December 2, 2010. 

$330.00 

Purchased supplies for Commissioner and Deputy Commissioner's 
official meetings as defined in CBP Directive 1210-004A on December 

14, 2010, 

$200.00 

Working dinner hosted by Commissioner and Chief of Staff with the 
Mexico Government officials Congressman de Lucas, Congressman 
Pacchianio, and Mr. Valdivia topic of discussion are Border Security 
Efforts and Outreach. Working was held in Mexico on December 14, 
2010. 

$389.31 

Meeting refreshments for 3 days during U.S.-Mexico Bilateral 

Partnership meeting in Regan Building from January 11 to 13, 2011. 
Meeting was attended by 50 officials from US and Mexico Government. 

$201.01 

Lunch hosted by CBP Officials with Mexico Government Official during 
U.S.-Mexico Bilateral Partnership meeting at RRB from Jan 1 1 to 13, 
2011. Luncheon was held on Jan 12, 201 1 -40 attendees from US and 
Mexico. 

$600.00 

Dinner Meeting hosted by CBP Commissioner and INA/ Asia Division 
with Vice Minister Sun Yibiao and his delegation of the General 
Administration of Customs of the People's Republic of China (GACC) in 
Washington, DC on January 20, 2011. Topic of discussion - Supply 

Chain Security, Solid Waste, Strategic and Economic Dialogue, Air 

Cargo Security, iPR etc. 

$1,220.02 

Lunch meeting with CBP and the Government of Mexico officials to 
further strengthen the bilateral relationship between CBP and its Mexico 
counterparts. The lunch meeting was held on January 25, 2011. 

$278.49 

Roundtable luncheon hosted by CBP Commissioner, Alan Bersin with 
former CBP commissioners to initiate a dialogue encompassing the 
history and future of Customs, Immigration, and Trade issues, and to 
discuss the path forward 

$183.27 
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Two working breakfast meetings hosted by Deputy Commissioner with 
Border Mayors who represent the southwest border and with 
representatives from the Tohono O'odham nation. Topic of discussions 
are control border security along the border with increased violence and 
security efforts. . Breakfast meetings were held at Tucson. Arizona on 

Jan 20 and 21, 2011. 

$136.98 

Purchased supplies for Commissioner and Deputy Commissraner's 
official meetings as defined in CBP Directive 1210-004C on Feb 3, 

2011, 

$500.00 

Commissioner is hosted a meeting for senior execuhves from CBP and 

U S. northern Command (USNORTHCOM). The meeting wll advance 
CBP's execution of its mission by deepening the collaboration between 
CBP and USNORTHCOM. The meeting was held at Davis-Monthan Air 
Force Base in Tucson, Arizona on Feb 2, 2011. 

$404.00 

CBP/INA entertained 100 participants from SCCP APEC delegates 
from 21 member economies during working dinner/meeting on March 3, 
2011 in Washington, DC. 

$250.00 

Commissioner hosted luncheon for the Turkish delegahon following 
their visit to the Otay Mesa Port on Feb 9, 201 1 in Chula Vista and 
dinner meeting with the T urkish Minister of State and his wife on Feb 9. 
2011 in San Dieqo. CA. 

$1,022.86 

Commissioner conducted a community outreach with Non- 
Governmental Agencies (NGOs) in Seattle, Washington on March 22, 

201 1 , with light refreshments. 

$500.00 




$13,127.16 


Travel 


Question: Please provide for the record a table that shows all funds expended by CBP political employees for 
travel in 20 1 0. Include name of individual traveling, purpose of travel, location(s) visited, total days/partial 
days, and total cost. 


ANSWER: See Table Below: 





r i 

1.S- 

ri 

Alan Bersin 

TRIP TO MAINE 

BOSTON/SUFFOLK CITY, MA 
BANGOR, ME 

HOULTON, ME 

4 

1,352.33 

Alan Bersin 

BORDER VISION U\REDO AND EL 
PASO TX 

LAREDO, TX 

EL PASO. TX 

3 

2,207.46 

Alan Bersin 

BORDER VISION MEETINGS BAJA 
MAYORS CONFERENCE 

SAN DIEGO. CA 

3 

693-80 

Alan Bersin 

ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON 
COMMERCIAL OPERATIONS OF 
CUSTOMS AND BORDER 

PROTECTION (COAC) MEETING 

PHILADELPHIA, PA 


316.50 

Alan Bersin 

WORLD CUSTOMS ORGANIZATION 
fWCO) MEETING IN GUATEMALA 

GUATEMALA CITY, GUAT, GT 

3 

1,291.70 

Alan Bersin 

DEVELOPING/IMPLEMENTING 

BORDER VISION 

NOGALES. AZ 

PHOENIX/SCOTTSDALE, AZ 

3 

696.25 

Alan Bersin 

EL PASO INTELLIGENCE CENTER 
(EPIC) 

EL PASO. TX 

SAN DIEGO, CA 

10 

2,095.42 
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Alan Bersin 

SPEECH AT CONECT EVENT IN 
BOSTON. MA 

BOSTON, MA 

1 

222.90 

Alan Bersin 

ATTEND WORLD CUSTOMS 
ORGANIZATION COUNCIL MEETING 

BRUSSELS, BE 

4 

4,366.00 

Alan Bersin 

SPEECH IN MIAMI. PROGRAM/SITE 
VISIT TO SANTO DOMINGO, DR AND 
SAN JUAN. PR 

MIAMI, FL 

SANTO DOMINGO, DR 

SAN JUAN, PR 

7 

1,968,33 

Alan Bersin 

WHITE HOUSE VISIT TO PHOENIX 

AND TUCSON 

TUCSON, AZ 

PHOENIX, AZ 

2 

179.61 

Alan Bersin 

PRESENT BORDER VISION TO 
AUDIENCES IN TOLUCA AND MEXICO 
CITY, MEXICO 

MEXICO CITY, MX 

LAREDO. TX 

5 

3,323.34 

Alan Bersin 

ATTEND COAC MEETING IN DETROIT 

DETROIT. Ml 

1 

486.90 

Alan Bersin 

PROGRAM/SITE VISIT 

NYC/BROOKLYN, NY 

1 

283.85 

Alan Bersin 

SPEAK AT BORDER SECURITY 
CONFERENCE EL PASO/SPEAK AT 
BEST CONFERENCE SAN DIEGO, 
BRIEFING IN NOGALES 

EL PASO. TX 

NOGALES, AZ 

SAN DIEGO, CA 

6 

1,226.75 

Alan Bersin 

ACCOMPANY SECRETARY 
NAPOLITANO TO MONTANA FOR 
SITE/PROGRAM VISITS 

GREAT FALLS. MT 

CHICAGO. IL 

3 

600.34 

Alan Bersin 

SPEAKING EVENT. PROGRAM/SITE 
VISITS, TO INCLUDE FUNERAL FOR 
CBP EMPLOYEE 0/27/10 

SAN DIEGO. CA 

8 

1,005.30 

Alan Bersin 

ATTEND PRESS EVENT IN CORPUS 
CHRISTI AND SPEAK AT 

CONFERENCE IN MCALLEN, TX 

CORPUS CHRISTI, TX 
MCALLEN, TX 

2 

879.53 

Alan Bersin 

ATTEND ASIA-PACIFIC ECONOMIC 
COOPERATION (APEC) MEETING IN 
TOKYO JAPAN/PORT TOUR IN SAN 
FRANCISCO 

TOKYO, JP 

KYOTO. JP 

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 

6 

5,328.59 

Marco Looez 

ATTENDING GROUND BREAKING 
CEREMONY NOGALES MTGS 
STAKEHOLDER ROUNDTABLE IN LA 

TUCSON, AZ 

NOGALES, AZ 

LOS ANGELES, CA 

6 

1,230.13 

Marco Lopez 

TOUR OF PEACE BRIDGE 

BUFFALO. NY 

2 

1,006.81 

Marco Lopez 

MEET W/FEDERAL REPS AND 
STAKEHOLDER MTG 

MEXICO CITY, MEXICO, MX 
PHOENIX, AZ 

BROWNSVILLE, TX 

4 

2,502.09 

Marco Lopez 

MEETING WITH TUCSON SECTOR 
BORDER PATROL 

HOUSTON. TX 

TUCSON, AZ 

3 

1,843.31 

Marco Lopez 

NON-GOVERNMENTAL 

ORGANIZATION (NGO) MEETING’S 

AND STAKEHOLDER OUTREACH 

SAN DIEGO, CA 

2 

1,696.14 

Marco Looez 

SPEAKING ENGAGEMENT AT 
AMERICAN IMMIGRATION LAWYERS 
ASSOCIATION (AILA) RE: 

IMMIGRATION REFORM 

JACKSONVILLE, FL 

2 

1,136.54 

Marco Lopez 

ATTEND HOMELAND SECURITY 
ADVISORY COUNCIL (HSAC) 
CONFERENCE 

NYC/MANHATTAN, NY 

2 

691.22 

Marco Lopez 

MTG IN TUCSON PORT OF ENTRY, 
MEETING IN MEXICO CITY WITH 
SECRETARY INTERNATIONAL 
SECURITY SUMMIT 

TUCSON, AZ 

MEXICO CITY, MEXICO. MX 

7 

3,031,23 

Marco Lopez 

BORDER SECURITY MEETING AND A 
SPEAKING ENGAGEMENT 

MEXICO CITY, MEXICO 
VERACRUZ. MEXICO 
PHOENIX/SCOTTSDALE. AZ 

6 

4.154,75 

Marco Lopez 

INTERNATIONAL AVIATION 

SECURITY CONFERENCE 

MEXICO CITY, MEXICO 

5 

4,559.60 
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Marco Lopez 

BORDER VISION MEETING AND BAJA 
MAYORS CONFERENCE 

TECHNOLOGY CNF W/MEXICAN 
OFFICIALS. COAC 

SAN DIEGO, CA 

TUCSON, AZ 

MEXICO CITY. MEXICO, MX 
PHILADELPHIA. PA 

7 

2,036.97 

Marco Lopez 

BORDER VISION W/STAKEHOLDERS 
TUCSON STAKEHOLDERS AT 
CHAMBER OF 

COMMERCES/ALBUQUERQUE 

TUCSON, AZ 

ALBUQUERQUE. NM 

5 

1,369.79 

Marco Lopez 

WCO MEETINGS 

GUATEMALA CITY, GUAT, GT 

3 

1,443,65 

Marco Lopez 

BORDER VISION MEETING 
W/STAKEHOLDERS 

NOGALES, AZ 
PHOENiX/SCOTTSDALE, AZ 

3 

865.36 

Marco Lopez 

EXECUTIVE STEERING COMMITTEE 
MEETING IN SAN DIEGO 

SAN DIEGO. CA 

5 

1,959.80 

Marco Lopez 

WORLD CUSTOMS ORGANIZATION 
CONFERENCE 

BRUSSELS. BE 

5 

4,375.67 

Marco Lopez 

ATTENDING C COMMISSIONER 

BERSIN SPEECH IN 
MIAMI/PROGRAM/SITE VISIT IN 

SANTO DOMINGO AND SAN JUAN 

MIAMI, FL 

SANTO DOMINGO. DR 

SAN JUAN, PR 

7 

2,008.78 

Marco Lopez 

PREP WORK FOR COMMISSIONER’S 
VISIT TO MEXICO AND DHS 
SECRETARY NAPOLITANO VISIT TO 
LAREDO. TX 

TUCSON. AZ 

MEXICO CITY, MX 

8 

2,725.49 

Marco Lopez 

TRAVELING W/ COMMISSIONER 
BERSIN FOR MEETING W/MEXICAN 
OFFICIALS RE CBP PRIORITIES 

MEXICO CITY. MEXICO 

4 

1,724.15 

Marco Lopez 

VISIT JOHN F. KENNEDY AIRPORT 
(JFK) CARGO SCREENING 
OPERATIONS 

NYC/MANHATTAN, NY 

2 

640.37 

Marco Lopez 

TOUR NORTHERN BORDER 

GREAT FALLS, MT 

CHICAGO. IL 

3 

570.02 

Marco Lopez 

SAN FRANCISCO PORT TOUR WITH 

C1 

SAN FRANCISCO. CA 

3 

1,469,62 

Gradv Harn 

ATTENDING GROUND BREAKING 
CEREMONY NOGALES MTGS 
STAKEHOLDER ROUNDTABLE IN LA 

NOGALES. AZ 

LOS ANGELES, CA 

6 

1,381.10 

Gradv Harn 

MEETING WITH FEDERAL 
REPRESENTATIVES IN MEXICO 

MEXICO CITY, MEXICO 

4 

1,687.19 

Gradv Harn 

ATTENDING SPEAKING 

ENGAGEMENT W/CHIEF OF STAFF 
ATAILA RE IMMIGRATION REFORM 

JACKSONVILLE, FL 

2 

904.54 

Gradv Harn 

ATTENDING BRIDGE CEREMONY 
LAREDO, TX 

LAREDO. TX 

2 

1,496,25 

Gradv Harn 

BORDER VISION MTG W/ 
STAKEHOLDERS IN TUCSON 
STAKEHOLDERS MTG AT CHAMBER 

OF COMMERCE ALBUQUERQUE 

TUCSON. AZ 

ALBUQUERQUE, NM 

5 

1,632.33 

Gradv Harn 

BORDER VISION MTG 
W/STAKEHOLDERS 

NOGALES, AZ 
PHOENIX/SCOTTSDALE, AZ 

3 

915.80 

Grady Harn 

SPEECH IN MIAMI PROGRAM/SITE 
VISIT TO SANTO DOMINGO AND SAN 
JUAN 

MIAMI. FL 

SANTO DOMINGO, DR 

4 

1,473,96 

Grady Harn 

PREP WORK FOR COMMISSIONER’S 
VISIT TO MEXICO AND DHS 
SECRETARY NAPOLITANO VISIT TO 
LAREDO. TX 

TUCSON. AZ 

MEXICO CITY, MX 

8 

2,743.40 

Melanie Roe 

CUSTOMS TRADE PARTNERSHIP 
AGAINST TERRORISM (C-TPAT) 
CONFERENCE 

LOS ANGELES. CA 

3 

990.29 
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Melanie Roe 

TRIPW/COMMISSIONER BORDER 
VISION LAREDO AND EL PASO 

LAREDO. TX 

EL PASO. TX 

3 

1,681.46 

Melanie Roe 

TOWN HALL MEETING 

BURLINGTON, VT 

2 

1,478,93 

Melanie Roe 

PREP WORK FOR COMMISSIONER'S 
VISIT TO MEXICO 

MEXICO CITY, MEXICO 

4 

1,758.06 

Melanie Roe 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER. 
PRESENT BORDER VISION TO 
AUDIENCES IN TOLUCA AND MEXICO 

MEXICO CITY. MEXICO 

3 

1,515.44 

Melanie Roe 

TRAVEL TO SCOBEY, MT FOR TOWN 
HALL WITH SEN. TESTER ON 
WHITETAIL POE 

SCOBEY, MT 

REGINA, SASKATCHEWAN, 

CN 

3 

2,986.71 

Brett Laduzinskv 

STAKEHOLDER MEETING 

BROWNSVILLE. TX 

2 

1,074.32 

Brett Laduzinskv 

STAKEHOLDER OUTREACH MEETING 
WITH NGO GROUPS 

SAN DIEGO, CA 

3 

1,554.84 

Brett Laduzinskv 

ACCOMPANYING THE 

COMMISSIONER TO CONECT MTG 

BOSTON/SUFFOLK CNTY, MA 


238.40 

Brett Laduzinskv 

STAFF COMMISSIONER BERSIN FOR 
SPEAKING ENGAGEMENT CANINE 
GRADUATION AND BORDER 

SECURITY CONFTOUR 
OPERATIONS/MEDIA EVT 

EL PASO. TX 

NOGALES, AZ 

3 

813.66 

J. Chappell 
Lawson 

MEETING IN MEXICO WITH CHIEF OF 
STAFF 

MEXICO CITY, MEXICO 

5 

2,765.94 

J. Chappell 
Lawson 

MEETING WITH MEXICAN OFFICIALS 

MEXICO CITY, MEXICO 

6 

2.868.83 

J. Chappell 
Lawson 

SOUTHWEST BORDER TASK FORCE 
MEETING 

CHARLESTON/BERKELEY, SC 

2 

484.30 

Michael Yeaqer 

BORDER SECURITY CONFERENCE 

EL PASO, TX 

2 

695.80 

Michael Yeaqer 

MEETING WITH BORDER 

PATROUSEN HARRY REID 

LAS VEGAS, NV 

2 

944.62 

Michael Yeaqer 

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON VISIT/REP 
GIFFORDS 

TUCSON, AZ 

3 

1,018.20 

Michael Yeaqer 

TRAVEL WITH COMMISSIONER 

BERSIN, HOUSE STAFF DEL 

SWBTrave! with Cl , House STAFFDEL 
SWB 

LAREDO/EL PASO, TX; 
TUCSON/PHOENIX/SCOTTSDA 
LE. AZ 

3 

1,654.95 

Toni Morales 

TOWN HALL MTG WITH SEN TESTER 
ON WHITEHALL POE 

SCOBEY, MT/REGINA, 
SASKATCHEWAN, CN 

3 

931.00 

Toni Morales 

SEN KYL/MCCAIN TRIP TO THE 
BORDER 

PHOENIX/SCOTTSDALE, AZ 

4 

1,915.45 

Toni Morales 

SEN MCCAIN TRAVEL TO A2 

PHOENIX/SCOTTSDALE. AZ 

4 

H'fcgggil 

Toni Morales 

TOWN HALL MTG WITH SEN LEAHY'S 
OFFICE 

BURLINGTON, VT 

2 

1,268.00 

Toni Morales 

TRAVEL WITH COMMISSIONER TO 
VIEW NORTHERN BORDER (NB) 
OPERATIONS/BRIEFING ON NB 
SECURITY 

BAR HARBOR AND HOULTON, 
MAINE 

4 

1,435-15 

Toni Morales 

KIRKPATRICK DELEGATION TO VIEW 
POES AND CHECKPOINTS ALONG 

THE SW BORDER 

TUCSON, AZ 

4 

1,856.00 

Toni Morales 

TRAVEL WITH KIRKPATRICK TO VIEW 
SBINET AND PORT OPERATIONS 

TUCSON. AZ 

3 

1,728.47 

Toni Morales 

CONGRESSIONAL INTERESTS WITH 
CBP PROCESSING OF HAITIAN 
ORPHANS 

MIAMI. FL 

7 

3,019.91 

Maria Luisa 
O'Conneil 

LAREDO DEVELOPMENT 

FOUNDATION SYMPOSIUM 

LAREDO. TX 

3 

888.80 

Maria Luisa 
O'Connell 

BORDER TRADE ALLIANCE (BTA) 
CONFERENCE WITH COMMISSIONER 

MCALLEN, TX 

2 

1,068.30 

Maria Luisa 

TOURING LAW ENFORCEMENT 

GLYNCO. GA 

2 

705.90 
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O'Connell 

ACADEMY WITH ASSISTANT 
COMMISSIONER DUFFY 




Maria Luisa 
O'Connell 

ATTENDING CBP LEADERSHIP 
INSTITUTE CONFERENCE 

CHICAGO, IL 

3 

881.75 

Maria Luisa 
O’Connell 

COAC CONFERENCE AND TOWN 

HALL WITH COMMISSIONER 

DETROIT. Ml 

2 

840.50 

Maria Luisa 
O’Connell 

TOUR OF POE IN YUMA WITH KEY 
LEADERSHIP 

PHOENiX/SCOTTSDALE. AZ 

6 

2,037.49 

Maria Luisa 
O'Connell 

OFFICE OF AIR AND MARINE 
CONFERENCE 

MIAMI. FL 

3 

1,047.69 

Maria Luisa 
O'Connell 

MEET WITH DIRECTOR OF FIELD 
OPERATIONS (DFO) AND BRANCH 
CHIEFS IN PHOENIX 

PHOENIX/SCOTTSDALE, AZ 

3 

1,719.39 

Maria Luisa 
O'Connell 

ATTENDING CANADA BORDER 
SERVICES AGENCY 

COMMUNICATIONS CONFERENCE 

OTTAWA, CN 

3 

1.590.39 

Maria Luisa 
O'Connell 

COAC MEETING WITH 

COMMISSIONER 

PHILADELPHIA. PA 


388.00 

Maria Luisa 
O'Connell 

PUBLIC AFFAIRS OFFICE (PAO) 
CONFERENCE IN MEXICO CITY 

MEXICO CITY. MX 

3 

1,821.43 

Maria Luisa 
O'Connell 

NORTH AMERICAN CLEAN ENERGY 
CONFERENCE AND PORT TOUR 
MEETINGS WITH DFO 

SAN DIEGO, CA; 
PHOENIX/SCOTTSDALE, AZ 

4 

1,433.00 

Maria Luisa 
O'Connell 

WOMEN’S HISTORY PROGRAM 

GUEST SPEAKER 

INDIANAPOLIS. IN 

2 

831.88 

Maria Luisa 
O'Connell 

TOUR OF OFFICE OF TRAINING AND 
DEVELOPMENT (OTD) CANINE 

CENTER AND MEETING WITH NGO’S 

EL PASO, TX 

2 

1,107.25 

Maria Luisa 
O'Connell 

TOURS OF LOS ANGELES AND 
TUCSON 

LONG BEACH, CA; TUCSON, 

AZ 

6 

1.955.50 

Maria Luisa 
O'Connell 

STAKEHOLDER OUTREACH MEETING 

SAN DIEGO, CA 

3 

1,286.00 

Maria Luisa 
O'Connell 

NGO MEETING 

BROWNSVILLE, TX 

2 

1,167.29 

Maria Luisa 
O’Connell 

RIBBON CUTTING IN 
CALAIS/STAKEHOLDER MEETING 

CALAIS, ME 

2 

1,093.80 

Maria Luisa 
O’Connell 

TEXAS BORDER COALITION.TOUR 

AIR BRANCH 

LAREDO, TX 

3 

1,095.90 

Maria Luisa 
O’Connell 

METINGS/EVENTS WITH AIR AND 
MARINE 

SAN JUAN, PR 

4 

1,609.34 


Contracts 


Question: Please provide for the record the number of noncompetitive contracts CBP has entered into in FYIO, 
what is anticipated in FYl 1 - 12, and an explanation as to why a non-competitive contract was chosen. As part 
of this response, please clearly delineate other transactional agreements and those purchases made from the 
QSA approval listings. 

ANSWER: There were 906 non-competitive awards issued in FYIO. Of those, four were against GSA 
schedules. The reasons cited in the Federal Procurement Data System (FPDS) for the non-competitive awards 
are shown in the table below. 


Other than Full and Open 
Competition - Breakdown 

Total 

Percentage of 
Grand Total 

Only One Source 

590 



116 

12.80% 

Urgency 

123 

13.58% 
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FoHow-On Contract 

38 

4.19% 

Below Micro Purchase Threshold 

20 

2.21% 

Brand Name Description 

8 

0.88% 

Patent Data Riqhts 

5 

0.55% 

Mobilization, Essential R&D 

3 

0.33% 

Standardization 

3 

0.33% 

Grand Total 

906 

100.00% 


CBP does not enter into other transactional agreements. For FYU, the level of specificity requested cannot be 
provided for anticipated noncompetitive contracts because CBP is still finalizing its FYU budget execution 
plan. However, the CBP goal for FYl 1 is that 77% of all procurement dollars will be awarded competitively. 
For FY 1 2, the goal has not been established and pending final budget decisions for that year, CBP will be 
better positioned to finalize the goal. 

Question: In total, how much of your awards are competitive? Please answer in dollar amount and percentage. 

ANSWER: During FY 2010, CBP awarded $2,216,059,841.49, or 82.18%, of its procurement dollars 
competitively. The F Y 2010 CBP goal was to award 75% of its procurement dollars competitively. 

Results were based on the Federal Procurement Data System Standard Competition Report that was run on 
March 22, 2011. 


Question: Update and submit, through the most recent month available, the list provided in last year’s hearing 
record regarding Sole Source Contracts. Organize by contractor, purpose, appropriation account, dollar award, 
full performance value, contract start date, contract end date, and reason for going sole-source. 

ANSWER: 


Sole Source Activity - From 04/27/10 to 02/28/11 (Data extracted from FPDS-NG 03/22/1 1} 

Contractor 

Purpose 

Appropriation 

Account 

(Treasury 

Account 

Symbol) 

Dollar Award 

Full 

Performance 

Value 

Start Date 

End Date 

Full 

Performance 
End Date 

Reason For 
Sote Source 

Contract 

Number 

APPROPRIATION ACCOUNT (TREASURY ACCOUNT SYMBOl) 70 0530 • Salaries And Expenses. U S Customs And Border Protection. Homeland Security 

DESERT 
SNOW UC 

ADVANCED 
PASSENGER & 
COMMERCIAL 
VEHICLE, 
CRIMINALS 
TERRORIST ID 

AND 

APPREHENSION 
WORKSHOP 
TRAINING FOR 90 
BP AGENTS. 

70 0530 

5390,350 00 

5390.350.00 

06/01/2010 

09/30/2010 

09/30/2012 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

HSBP1010 

C00062 

B3 

SOLUTION 

S, LLC 

ACQUISITION 

SUPPORT 

SERVICES 

70 0530 

5362.014 50 

$764,029 60 

09/29/2010 

09/28/2011 

09/28/2012 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE • 
OTHER 

HSBP1010 
coot 14 

COMPASS 
SYSTEMS 
CONSULT! 
NG. INC 

THE PURPOSE 

OF THIS 

CONTRACT IS TO 
PROVIDE FOIA 
SUPPORT 
SERVICES 

70 0530 

5489.000.00 

$999,600.00 

09/30/2010 

09/30/2011 

09/30/2012 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

HSBP1010 

C00119 

MOTOROL 

A, INC. 

LAND MOBILE 
RADIO 

MAINTENANCE, 
REPAIR AND 
SERVICE 

70 0530 

$1,078,208 64 

$3,234,625 92 

10/01/2010 

03/31/2011 

03/31/2011 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE • 
OTHER 

HSBPtOH 

C00004 

APPROPRIATION ACCOUNT (TREASURY ACCOUNT SYMBOL) 70 0533- Border Security Fencing. Infrastructure, and Technology, U S Customs and Border Protection. 
Homelattd Security 
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JOHNS 

HOPKINS 

UNiVERSI 

TY 

APPLIED 
PHYSICS 
LABORAT 
ORY LLC, 
THE 

SUBJECT 

MATTER 

EXPERTS FOR 

SYSTEM 

ENGINEERING 

AND TECHNICAL 
SUPPORT 
SERVICES IN 
SUPPORT OF 

THE SECURE 
BORDER 

INITIATIVE (SBI) 

SYSTEMS 

ENGINEERING 

PROGRAM 

OFFiCE(SPO) 

70 0533 

S11.249.380.00 

S11.249.380.CK) 

11fl}1/2010 

10/31/2011 

10/31/2013 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE- 
OTHER 

HSBP1011 

C00007 

MOTOROL 

A, INC. 

LAND MOBILE 
RADIO 

EQUIPMENT AND 
SERVICES 

70 0533 

$30,018,335.46 

$^,018,335.46 

05/28/2010 

05/27/2012 

05/27/2012 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

HSBP1010 

C00056 

APPROPRIATION ACCOUNT (TREASURY ACCOUNT SYMBOL) 07 0544 - Air and Marine tnterdicton, Operations, Maintenance, and Procurement, U S. Customs and 

Border Protection. Homeland Security 

GENERAL 

ATOMICS 

AERONAU 

TICAL 

SYSTEMS, 

INC. 

UAS 

OPERATIONAL 

AND 

MAINTENANCE 

SERVICES 

70 0544 

$9,750,476.00 

$67,590.786 00 

07/01/2010 

12/31/2010 

12/31/2011 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

HS6P1010 

C00071 

CITY 

LIGHT & 
POWER, 

INC. 

TRANSFORMER 
WORK FOR 

AMOC MODULAR 
PROJECT, 

70 0544 

$24.973 00 

$24,973.0} 

08/23/2010 

10/22/2010 

10/22/2010 

UNIQUE 

SOURCE 

HSBP1010 

C00102 

GENERAL 

ATOMICS 

AERONAU 

TICAL 

SYSTEMS, 

tNC 

ONJWlUARY 11, 
2010, THE UAS 
PROGRAM 

OFFICE 

RECEIVED AN 
ADVANCED 
PROPOSAL FOR 
DHS/CBP QUICK 
BUY HARDWARE 
REQUIREMENTS 
FOR UNMANNED 
AIRCRAFT 
SYSTEMS (UAS) 
FROM GENERAL 
ATOMICS (GA) 
AERONAUTICAL 
SYSTEMS INC, 

70 0544 

$13,684,992.00 

$13,664.992 00 

05/21/2010 

05/20/2012 

05/20/2012 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

HSBP1010 

C00026 


Question: Please provide for the record a list of all contracts over $ 1 million in total value executed by CBP in 
2010. Organize by contractor, purpose, dollar award, full performance value, contract start date, contract end 
date, and contract type (e.g. firm-fixed price, etc.). 

ANSWER: 


Fiscal Year 2010 - 10/01/09 Oirough 09/30/10 (Data extracted trom FPDS-NG 03/22/11) 

Contractor 

Purpose 

Ooltar Value 

Full 

Performance 
Dollar Value 

Start 

Date 

End Date 

Full 

Performance 
End Date 

Contract 

Type 

Contract Number 

AMERICAN 
SCIENCE AND 
ENGINEERING. 

INC. 

HIGH ENERGY 

MOBILE SYSTEMS, 
TRAINING AND 
WARRANTY 

$11,647.649 00 

$11,847,649 00 

03/17/10 

12/31/10 

12/31/10 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

HSBP1010C00017 

AMERICAN 
SCIENCE AND 
ENGINEERING, 

INC. 

TAS .70 0534 TAS 

HIGH ENERGY 

MOBILE X-RAY 
SYSTEMS 

ARRA YES ARRA 

$9,144,097 00 

$9,144,097 00 

10/09/09 

04/30/10 

04/30/10 

FIXED 

PRICE 

HS8P1010C02338 

AMERICAN 

SCIENCE AND 
ENGINEERING, 

INC. 

TAS:;70 0534::TAS 

LOW ENERGY 

MOBILE IMAGING 
SYSTEM 

$19,335,960.00 

$19,335,950.00 

10/09/09 

09n0/10 

09/30/1 1 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

HSBP1010C02325 
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ASHBURN 

CONSULTING 

NETWORK AND 

COMMUNICATION 

SUPPORT 

SERVICES 

$1,187,54080 

$1,187.540 80 

0^1/10 

QS/31/11 

05/31/12 

LABOR 

HOURS 

HSBP1010C00074 

B3 SOLUTIONS, 

LLC 

ACQUISmON 

SUPPORT 

SERVICES. 

$1,316,248.27 

$1,316,248-27 

02/19/11 

08/18/11 

02/18/12 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

HSBP1011C00027 

BBIX, LLC 

RECOVERY- 
DESIGN BUILD 
CONSTRUCTION OF 
LAND PORT OF 

ENTRY AT 

BRIDGEWATER, 

MAINE 

$7,467,000.00 

$7,467,000 (» 

09730/10 

10/31/12 

10/31/12 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

HSBP1010C00099 

BROOALEXA 
DESIGN JOINT 
VENTURE LLC 

DESIGN 

DORMITORIES AT 

THE CBP 

ADVANCED 

TRAINING CENTER 

$2,750,94(3 00 

$2,750,940 (M 

10^2A>9 

06/18/10 

06/18/10 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

HSBP1010C02392 

CHICKASAW 
ADVISORY 
SERVICES. LLC 

PURCHASE OF 
CHAWK DATABASE 
LICENSES 

$1,052,167.80 

$1,052,167.80 

09/29/10 

09/28/11 

09/28/13 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

HSBP1010C00111 

COMPASS 
SYSTEMS 
CONSULTING, INC 

CONTRACTOR WILL 
PROVIDE A WIDE 
RANGE OF 
ACQUISITION 
SUPPORT 

SERWCES FOR THE 
OFFICE OF 
ADMINISTRATION 

AND 

PROCUREMENT 

DIRECTORATE. 

$1,687,612.57 

$1,687,612.57 

05/01/10 

03/21/1 1 

03/21/12 

TIME AND 
MATERIALS 

HSBP1010C00058 

COMPASS 
SYSTEMS 
CONSULTING, INC 

THE PURPOSE OF 
THIS REQUIREMENT 
IS TO PROVIDE 
ACQUISITION S 
PROGRAM 
MANAGEMENT 
SUPPORT 

SERVICES FOR THE 
SECURE BORDER 
INITIATIVE 
ACQUISITION 
MANAGEMENT 
DIVISION (AMD). 

$1 625,700 23 

$1,625,700 23 

05/01/10 

03/21/11 

03/21/11 

TIME AND 
MATERIALS 

HSBP1010C00059 

CON TECH 
BUILDING 

SYSTEMS, INC, 

DESIGN/CONSTRUC 
TiON UkND PORT 

OF ENTRY, CANNON 
CORNERS. NY 

$7,499,050 00 

$7,499,050 00 

04/23/10 

CM/10/12 

04/10/12 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

HSBP1O10C000S2 

CTSC, LLC 

ADMINISTRATIVE 
ACTION CHANGING 
CONTRACT 

NUMBER ONLY FOR 
CONTRACT 

HSBP1 004000193 
PRIME 

INTEGRATION 
CONTRACT. 
CONGRESSIONAL 
NOTIFICATION OF 
AWARD MADE 
SEPTEMBER 2003 

$21,800,000 00 

$457,995.213 82 

02/01/10 

09/28/10 

09/28/13 

COST PLUS 
AWARD FEE 

HS8P1010C00023 

DEFENSE 

SUPPORT 
SERVICES LLC 

NATIONAL 

AIRCRAFT 
MAINTENANCE AND 
LOGISTICS 

SUPPORT 

$1,342,153 00 

$1,342,153 00 

11/13/09 

01/31/10 

09/30/19 

COST PLUS 
INCENTIVE 
FEE 

HSBP1010C00002 

EG&G TECHNICAL 
SERVICES, INC. 

UNCLAIMED 

ABANDONED 

MERCHANDISE 

$1,290,744 00 

$5,328,193 00 

10/01/09 

09/30/10 

09/30/13 

TIME AND 
MATERIALS 

HSBP1010C02263 

FLIR SYSTEMS, 

INC. 

THERMAL IMAGING 
DEVICES 

$2,628,334 52 

$2,628,334.52 

09/15/10 

03/31/11 

03/31/11 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

HSBP1010C00104 

GENERAL 

ATOMICS 
AERONAUTICAL 
SYSTEMS, INC. 

ON JANUARY 11, 

2010, THE UAS 
PROGRAM OFFICE 
RECEIVED AN 
ADVANCED 

PROPOSAL FOR 
DHS/CBP QUICK 

BUY HARDWARE 
REQUIREMENTS 

FOR UNMANNED 
AIRCRAFT 

SYSTEMS (UAS) 

FROM GENERAL 

$13,684,992 00 

$13,684,992 00 

05/21/10 

Q5«0/12 

05/20/12 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

HSBP1010C00026 
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ATOMICS (GA) 
AERONAUTICAL 
SYSTEMS INC. 








GENERAL 

ATOMICS 
AERONAUTICAL 
SYSTEMS, INC. 

UAS OPERATIONAL 
AND MAINTENANCE 
SERVICES 

$9,750,476.00 

$9,750,476.00 

07/01/10 

12/31/10 

12/31/11 

TIME AND 
MATERIALS 

HSBP1010C00071 

GLOBAL MARITEK 
SYSTEMS, INC. 

VESSEL 

MAINTENANCE 

$4,340,689.05 

$4,340,889 05 

10/28/04 

03/31/10 

03/31/10 

COST PLUS 
AWARD FEE 

HS0P1O1OCOOO14 

GLOBAL MARITEK 
SYSTEMS, INC 

VESSEL 

MAINTENANCE AND 
LOGISTIC SERVICES 

$3,938,903.50 

$163.9%463.00 

10/01/10 

09/30/11 

09/30/15 

COST PLUS 
AWARD FEE 

HSBP1010C00120 

GLOBAL MARITEK 
SYSTEMS, INC 

VESSEL 

MAINTENANCE 

CONTRACT 

$5,961,500.00 

$5.961 .500 (X) 

04«1/10 

09/30/10 

09/30/10 

COST PLUS 
AWARD FEE 

HSBP1010C00053 

JP INDUSTRIES 

INC 

JANITORIAL 

$3,405.482 90 

$3,405,462.90 

1CM01/09 

09/30/10 

09/30/11 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

HSBP1010C00015 

L-3 

COMMUNICATION 

S VERTEX 
AEROSPACE LLC 

NATIONAL 

AIRCRAFT 

MAINTENANCE 

$7,14S,945.CX) 

$7,145,945.00 

12/22/09 

01/31/10 

01/31/10 

COST PLUS 
AWARD FEE 

HSBP1010C00012 

MOTOROLA, INC. 

LAND MOBILE 

RADIO EQUIPMENT 
AND SERVICES 

$30,018,335 46 

$30,018,335 46 

05/28/10 

05/27/12 

05/27/12 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

HSBP1010C00056 

MOTOROLA. INC. 

LAND MOBILE 

RADIO 

MAINTENANCE. 
REPAIR AND 

SERVICE 

$1,078,208 64 

$1,078.208 64 

10/01/10 

03/31/1 1 

03/31/11 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

HSeP1011C00004 

NORTHWIND 

ENGINEERING. 

L.L.C. 

SUPPLY CHAIN 
MANAGEMENT OF 
COMMUNICATION 

SITE EQUIPMENT, 
SHELTERS AND 
MATERIALS FOR 

THE 

MODERNIZATION 

OF GBP'S LAND 
MOBILE RADIO 
(LMR) SYSTEM IN 

THE HOULTON 

FOCUS AREA 

WITHIN THE STATE 

OF MAINE 

$7,197,144.66 

$7,197,144.66 

08/11/10 

08/10/12 

08/10/12 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

HS8P1010C00089 

PSS 

CONSTRUCTION 

INC, 

DESIGN/CONSTRUC 
TION OF LAND 

PORT OF ENTRY, 
HAMLIN. ME 

$9,457.000 00 

$9,457,000.00 

04/23/10 

04/14/12 

04/14/12 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

HS8P1010C00046 

RANDOLPH 
CONSTRUCTION 
SERVICES, INC. 

OESJGNflDONSTRUC 
TION OF LAND 

PORT OF ENTRY- 
BOUNDARY, 
COLEVILLE WA 

$11,038,606 00 

$11,036,806.00 

04/23/10 

04/14/12 

04/14/12 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

HS8P1010C00041 

RAPISCAN 
SYSTEMS, INC. 

LARGE-SCALE NON- 
INTRUSIVE 
INSPECTION HIGH- 
ENERGY MOBILE X- 
RAY SYSTEM FOR 
SELECT PORTS OF 
ENTRY (POES) OF 

THE U.S, CUSTOMS 
AND BORDER 
PROTECTION (CBPl 

$24,207,500 00 

$24,207,500 00 

09/24/10 

12/31/11 

12/31/13 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

HSBP1010C00107 

RAPISCAN 
SYSTEMS, INC 

TAS :70 0534 TAS 

HIGH ENERGY 

MOBILE X-RAY 
SYSTEMS 

ARRA:;YES: ARRA 

$17,647.250 00 

$17,647,250 00 

10/09/09 

12/02/10 

12/02/10 

FIXED 

PRICE 

HS8P1010C02373 

REARCH 

COMPANY, LLC 

DESIGN/CONSTRUC 
TION OF LAND 

PORT OF ENTRY, 
MORSES LINE. VT 

$4,919,000 00 

$4,919.000 00 

04«>3/10 

04/10/12 

04/10/12 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

HS8P1010C00045 
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ROCK 

INDUSTRIES, INC 

THE SCOPE OF THIS 
CONTRACT IS FOR 

A CONSTRUCTION 
FIRM TO PROVIDE 
CONSTRUCTION 
SERVICES FOR 

THE NEWlOCC 
FACILITY AT 
SELFRIDGE ANGB 
(ISIS BUILDING). 

THIS HAS 8979 
SQUARE FEET OF 
USABLE SPACE AND 
LOCATED ACROSS 
THE PARKING LOT 
FROM BUILDING 

1509 WHICH IS 
CURRENTLY 
OCCUPIED BY 
DETROIT SECTOR 
HEADQUARTERS 
BORDER PATROL 
OFFICES. 
CONSTRUCTION 
WORK WILL BE 
PERFORMED AND 
COORDINATED 

WITH THE A/E 

DESIGN WORK, THE 
ABATEMENT WORK 
AND THE 

DEMOLITION WORK 

PREVIOUSLY 

AUTHORIZED 

UNDER SEPARATE 
CONTRACTS. 

$2,086,929.95 

$2.l»6.828.95 

03/15/10 

iaii/io 

10/11/10 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

HSBP1010C00038 

SAN 

BERNARDINO, 
COUNTY OF 

THE SCOPE OF THIS 
EFFORT IS TO 
ACOUIRE 

FACILITIES AND 
SUPPORT 

SERVICES TO 
DELIVER BORDER 
PATROL ACADEMY 
INSTRUCTOR-LED 
TRAINING COURSES 
{EMERGENCY 

DRIVING 

VEHICULAR 

PURSUIT TRAINING 
PROGRAM- 
EOVPTP) TO 
INCUMBENT OBP 
AGENTS AND 
CUSTOMS AND 
BORDER 

PROTECTION 

OFFICERS 

$1,230,610.06 

$1.2M.610 08 

06/09/10 

06fl38/11 

06/08/15 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

HSBP1010C00036 

SEK SOLUTtONS 
LLC 

FLIP MILCAM 

RECON III LOCATIR 
OTY 37 

$3,404.000 00 

$3,404,000 00 

09/29/10 

03/31/11 

03/31/11 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

HSBP1010C00118 

SHERIDAN 

CORPORATION, 

THE 

DESIGN & BUILD 

NEW LPOE 

$6,763,500 00 



09/14/12 

09/14/12 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

HSBP1010C00101 

SMITHS 

DETECTION, INC 

HIGH ENERGY 

MOBILE X-RAY 
SYSTEMS, 

TRAINING AND 
WARRANTY 

$12,550,563 00 

$12,550,583 00 

03/17/10 

12/31/10 

12/31/10 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

HSBP1010C00018 

TRAINING, 

REHABILITATION, 

& DEVELOPMENT 
INSTITUTE, INC, 

CUSTODIAL AND 
GROUNDS KEEPING 
SERVICES FOR RGV 
SECTOR BORDER 
PATROL 

$1,967,070,60 

$9,993.469 99 

11/01/09 

10/31/10 

10/31/14 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

HSBP1010C00030 

VF IMAGEWEAR, 
INC. 

DHS NATIONAL 
UNIFORM 

PROGRAM 

$12,669,044.04 

$12,689.044 04 

10A)1/09 

09/30/10 

09/30/11 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

HSBP1010C0001B 

WILLIAMS 

BUILDING 
COMPANY. INC. 

DESIGN AND 
CONSTRUCT LPOE 

AT LOS EBANOS. TX 

$6,960,177 00 

$6,960,177 (» 

08/10/10 

05/09/12 

05/09/12 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

HSBP1010C00042 

WILLOW CREEK 
CONSTRUCTION 

OF BROWNING 

DESIGN AND BUILD 
NEW LPOE 

$5,807,586.00 

S5.807.586 00 

04/22/10 

04/10/12 

04/10/12 

FIRM FIXED 
PRICE 

HSBP1010C00040 
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Question: Please provide for the record a list of all CBP contracts, grants, and other transactions where work is 
performed outside of the United States. Organize by contractor, purpose, dollar award, full performance value, 
contract start date, and contract end date. 


Data eitracted from FPDS-NG 03/30/11 


Description of Base and 
Requirement Exercised 

Options Value 


Base and All Date Completion Est. Ultimate Principal 

Options Value Signed Date Completion Place of 

Date Performance 

Country 
Name 
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GLOBAL 

SERVICES 

INCORPORATED 

HELICOPTER 

ENGINE 

ACROHELIPRO 

GLOBAL 

SERVICES 

INCORPORATED 

REPAIR OF $2,500,000.00 $11,177,863.80 02fl}9fl)7 04/23/07 04 

GOVERNORS 

ACROHELIPRO 

GLOBAL 

SERVICES 

INCORPORATED 

OVERHAUL $2,500,000.00 $11,177,864.00 02/21/07 02/02/07 04 

OF 

HELICOPTER 

ENGINE 

ACROHELIPRO 

GLOBAL 

SERVICES 

INCORPORATED 

OVERHAUL $2,600,000.00 $11,177,863.80 02/2^ 05/30/07 04 

OF ENGINE 

ACROHELIPRO 

GLOBAL 

SERVICES 

INCORPORATED 

REPAIR OF $2,500,000.00 $11,177,863.80 03/09/07 05/30/07 04 

TURBINE 

MIDULE FOR 

ENGINE 

ACROHELIPRO 

GLOBAL 

SERVICES 

INCORPORATED 

OVERHAUL $5,000,000.00 $11,177,863.80 05A)1/07 06/15/07 04 

FUEL PUMP 

ACROHELIPRO 

GLOBAL 

SERVICES 

INCORPORATED 

OVERHAIL $5,000,000.00 $11,177,863.80 05/02/07 06/13/07 04 

BLEED VALVE 

ACROHELIPRO 

GLOBAL 

SERVICES 

INCORPORATED 

OVERHAUL $5,000.000 00 $11,177.863 80 05/02/07 06/13/07 04 

BLEED VALVE 

ACROHELIPRO 

GLOBAL 

SERVICES 

INCORPORATED 

OVERHAUL $5000,000.00 $11,177,863.80 05/02/07 06/13/07 04 

BLEED VALVE 

ACROHELIPRO 

GLOBAL 

SERVICES 

INCORPORATED 

OVERHAUL $5,000,000 00 $11,177.863 80 05/02/07 06/20/07 04 

BLEED VALVE 

ACROHELIPRO 

GLOBAL 

SERVICES 

INCORPORATED 

OVERHAUL $5,000,000 00 $11,177,863 80 05/02/07 06/20/07 04 

FEUL NOZZLE 

ACROHELIPRO 

GLOBAL 

SERVICES 

INCORPORATED 


ACROHELIPRO 

GLOBAL 

SERVICES 

INCORPORATED 

ACROHELIPRO 

GLOBAL 

OVERHAUL $5,000 000 00 $11,177,863.80 05/02/07 06/20/07 04 

FUEL 

CONTROL 

OVERHAUL $5,000.000 00 $11,177,863.60 05/02/07 06/20/07 04/ 

FUEL NOZZLE 


GLOBAL 

SERVICES 

INCORPORATED 


ACROHELIPRO 

GLOBAL 

SERVICES 

INCORPORATED 

OVERHAUL $5,000,000.00 $11,177,86380 05/02/07 06/20/07 04/ 

FUEL NOZZLE 

ACROHELIPRO 

GLOBAL 

SERVICES 

INCORPORATED 

REPAIR FUEL $5,000,000 00 $11,177,863.80 05/02/07 06/13/07 04/ 

CONTROL 

ACROHELIPRO 

GLOBAL 

SERVICES 

INCORPORATED 

REPAIR FUEL $5,000,000.00 $11,177,863.80 05/02/07 06/13/07 04/ 

CONTROL 
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03/31/08 


04/30/11 


CANADA 


HSBP1008J19937 






04/18/08 

04/30/11 

CANADA 

HS8P1008J20062 

03«1/08 

04/30/11 

CANADA 

HSBP1008J20203 

05/02/08 

04/30/11 

CANADA 

HSBP1008J20283 

06/30/03 

04/30/1 1 

CANADA 

HSBP1008J20767 

05/30/08 

04/30/1 1 

CANADA 

HSBP1008J20766 

06/10/08 

04/30/11 

CANADA 

HSBP1008J2in7 

07/18/08 

04/30/11 

CANADA 

HSBP1008J21637 

09/30/10 

09/30/14 

UNITED 

KINGDOM 

HSBP1010C02401 

09/30/10 

09/30/14 

CANADA 

HSBP1010P00159 

09/30/10 

09/30/11 

BAHAMAS,! 

HE 

HSBP1010P00245 

09/30/10 


PUERTO 

RICO 

[UNITED 

STATeSI 

HSBP1010P00366 

09/30/10 

09/30/14 

GUAM 

(UNITED 

STATES) 

HSBP1010P00407 

12/31/10 

12/31/13 

PUERTO 

RICO 

(UNITED 

STATES] 

HSBP1010PQ0486 

09/30/10 

09/30/13 

CANADA 

HSBP1010P00532 

09/30/10 

09/30/14 

CANADA 

HSBP1010P00673 

05/23/11 

05/23/11 

TRINIDAD 

AND 

TOBAGO 

HSBP1010P00728 

09/30/10 

09/30/13 

BRITISH 

VIRGIN 

ISLANDS 

(UNITED 

KINGDOM] 

HSBP1010P00835 
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DOMESTIC 

CONTRACTOR 

(UNDISCLOSED) 

FOR AN 
INVESTIGATI 
VE ADVISOR 

IN KUWAIT 
CITY. KUWAIT 

$133,151.23 

$426,138-^ 

07/15/10 

07/09/11 

07/09/13 

KUWAIT 

HSBP10iOCQ0081 

GATCO GLOBAL 
SECURITY 

ADVISORY 

SERVICES 

(INTERMITTE 

NT 

CONTRACTO 

R) IN 

MOROCCO 

$38,900.00 

$%.900.(X} 

f38l02/^0 

07/29/1 1 

07/29/11 

MOROCCO 

HSBP1010P00849 

FOREIGN 

CONTRACTOR 

(UNDISCLOSED) 

AIRSIDE 

VEHICLE 

ACCESS 

LIABILITY 

INSURANCE 

AND 

STANDARD 
PUBLIC ROAD 
INSURANCE 
FOR FOUR 
FORD 114 
EXPLORER 
4X4S. 

$6,205.71 

$6.a)5,71 

09/16/10 

09/15/11 

09/15/11 

ARUBA 

INETHERLA 

NDS] 

HSBP1010P01275 

SOLAR * LTD 

FACILITY 

MAINTENANC 

E, REPAIRS, 
SPARE 

PARTS 

$50,000.00 

$50,000 00 

09/30/10 

09/29/11 

09/29/11 

GEORGIA 

HSBP1010P01448 

VETERSNAIRE 

KLINIEKWAYACA 

N.V, 

KENNEL AND 
VET 

SERVICES 

$7,914.65 

$7,914.85 

12/02/10 

11/30/11 

11/30/15 

ARUBA 

[NETHERLA 

NOS] 

HSBP1011P00102 

XEROX 

CORPORATION 

COPIER 

LEASE 

$1,000,00 

$4,013.64 

01/03/11 

09/30/11 

09/30/11 

PUERTO 

RICO 

[UNITED 

STATES] 

HSBP1011J00018 

FEDERAL 

EXPRESS 

CORPORATION 

REQUEST 

FOR 

COURIER 

SERVICES 

$21,000 00 

$21,000 00 


mi 

09/30/1 1 

ARUBA 

[NETHERLA 

NDS] 

HSBP1011F00082 

MISCELLANEOUS 

FOREIGN 

CONTRACTORS 

FLEET 

INSURANCE 

$14,574.00 

$14,574 00 

01/27/11 

12/31/11 

12/31/11 

CANADA 

HSBP1011P00193 

K9 ON PATROL 
SERVICES INC. 

KENNELING 

SERVICES 

$18,100 00 

$27,000.00 

01/28/11 

01/31/12 

01/31/14 

VIRGIN 

ISLANDS 

[UNITED 

STATES] 

HS8P1011P00223 

MISCELLANEOUS 

FOREIGN 

CONTRACTORS 

BOTTLED 

WATER 

$9,990 00 

$49,950 00 

02/03/1 1 

01/31/12 

01/31/16 

BAHAMAS, T 

HE 

HSBP1011P00228 

FOREIGN 

CONTRACTOR 

(UNDISCLOSED) 

CELLULAR 
PHONE 
SERVICE IN 
BERMUDA 

$6,500 00 

$18.000 00 

■ 

09/30/11 

09/30/15 

BERMUDA 

[UNITED 

KINGDOM] 

HSaPl011P00175 

SICS. SWEDISH 
INSTITUTE OF 
COMPUTER 
SCIENCE AB 

COMPUTER 

SOFTWARE 

$23,662 00 

$23 662 00 

02/26/11 

02/29/12 

02/29/12 

SWEDEN 

HSBP1011P00299 

GATCO GLOBAL 
SECURITY 

Ei 

E 1 j 


$5,300 00 

03/03/11 

03/31/11 

03/31/11 

LEBANON 

HSBP1011P00310 


Bonuses 


Question: Please provide a table showing how much is requested in the FYl 2 budget for bonuses for CBP 
political employees, SES employees, and non-SES employees. 

ANSWER: 


Position 

FY 2012 Budget for 
Bonuses 

Political Employees 

$0 

SES Employees 

$1,091,781 

Non-SES Employees 

$87,255,500 
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Question: Please list all CBP SES bonuses provided in 201 0 by position, office, and bonus amount. 
ANSWER: Response provided directly from CBP. 
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Unobligated Balances 

Question: Please provide unobligated balances within CBP, by appropriation account, and when you 
anticipate they will be expended. 

ANSWER: 


CBP Unobl igate d Balances as of Maroh 20, 2011 


Component 

Account # 

Account Name 

Unobligated 

Balance 

Purpose of Funds by 
Program/Prolect/Activlty 

Planned 

Obligation 

Date 

CBP 

70 0/1 

0530 

Salaries and 

Expenses 

Emergency 

Supplemental 

9,712,476 

Hiring process commenced for 
candidates. 5 polygraphers on board; 
others in hiring process. Target is 20 
FTE. PRs in pipeline ($68K) 

Q4 FY1 1 

CBP 

70 0/1 

0530 

Salaries and 

Expenses 

Emergency 

Supplemental 

28,941.838 

77 CBPOs have EODs to date. The 
remaining CBPOs will be on board 
before the end of the fiscal year. 

Q4FY11 

CBP 

70 0/1 

0530 

Salaries and 

Expenses 

Emergency 

Supplemental 

167,387,854 

CBP estimates that it takes 
approximately six months on average 
to hire a Border Patrol Agent. Border 
Patrol has hired 650 agents. We 
expect to hire all 1,000 agents by the 
close ofFYU. 

Q4 FY1 1 

CBP 

70 0/1 

0533 

BSFIT - Emergency 
Supplemental 

14,000,000 

Design, build & deployment of 
additional tactical communications on 
the SWB; focus on completing 
deployment in 2 sectors of the SWB. 

Q4 FY11 

CBP 

70 0/2 

0544 

Air and Marine - 

Emergency 

Supplemental 

10,690,332 

Aircraft ordered February 2011 and 
should be available for flight 
operations late 1st quarter FY 2012. 

Q4 FY11 

CBP 

70 X 0503 

No-Year Salaries and 
Expenses • Legacy 
Customs 

21,895,041 

Funds targeted for rescission 

N/A 

CBP 

70 X 0630 

No-Year Salaries and 
Expenses 

8,593.517 

$7.8 million is for Spectrum 

Relocation 

Q2 FY12 

CBP 

70X0531 

Automation 

Modernization 

71.832,055 

Funding will be used by the end of 

FY11 to continue to operate and 
maintain tha ACE production system 
and develop ITDS priorities. 

Q4 FY11 

CBP 

70X0531 

Automation 

Modernization 

13.161.466 

$1.5M for TECS mod (pending new 
contract award); balance for ongoing 
maintenance & sustainment, and 
priority infrastructure upgrades to 
minimize/respond to system network 
outages. 

Q3 FY11 
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CBP 

70 X 0532 

Construction* 

170.642,171 

Facilities solutions for OBP, 0AM, 

OFO, and Mission Support activities 
including construction, maintenance, 
repairs, operations, minor alterations, 
and tenant improvements for the CBP 
facilities portfolio. Also includes 
funding for major construction 
projects for the Advanced Training 
Center in Harpers Ferry, OBP 
construction projects, and 0AM 
facilities proiects. 

Q4 FY12 

CBP 

70 X 0533 

Border Security 
Fencing, Infrast & 

Tech 

266,937,037 

Maintain SBlnet Block 1 {Tus-1 and 
Ajo-1): Northern Border demo and air 
and marine domain awareness; 

Tactical Infrastructure maintenance 
and repair; TACCOM projects and 
environmental projects. 

Q4 FY11 

CBP 

70 X 0544 

Arand Marine 

75,636,155 

Necessary expenses for operations, 
maintenance, and procurement of 
marine vessels, aircraft, unmanned 
aircraft systems and other related 
equipment of the Air and Marine 
program. 

Q4 FY1 1 

CBP 

70 X 8529 

Violent Crime - 
Leqaev Customs 

4.912,245 

Funds targeted for rescission 

N/A 


* This unobligated balance includes the $107 million dollar rescission enacted in CR#6 

Cuts to Air & Marine 


Question: How will you maintain Air & Marine operations and capabilities with the cuts proposed in both 
procurement (-$48.2 million) and operations (-S1 1 million)? Please provide a detailed breakdown of how these 
cuts will be achieved and what activities will not be performed as a result. Please also provide details regarding 
assets for which maintenance will be deferred as a result of this funding level, including the age of the asset and 
the anticipated length of the deferral. 

ANSWER: Since the start of the Strategic Air and Marine Program (STAMP) in FY 2006, annual aircraft, 
sensor, marine vessel, and supporting capability procurements have been prioritized based on available funding. 
Though some 1 4 contracts have been put in place since the end of F Y 2006, CBP realized that full funding 
would not be available for all of the contracts in every year. Therefore, consistent with the StAMP, CBP has 
prioritized its investments to gain the best mix of capabilities to meet mission needs. In the President’s F Y 2012 
Request, CBP seeks to: continue the P-3 long range patrol aircraft service life extension to enable continued 
successes disrupting bulk drug shipments in the source and transit zones; continue the purchase of light 
enforcement helicopters to replace aging assets, primarily on the southwest border; continue the recapitalization 
of its aging UH-60 Black Hawks, also needed on the southwest border; purchase a small number of additional 
marine vessels for service in the southeast coastal region and rivers and lakes along the land borders; and 
complete the acquisition of the two Predator B unmanned aircraft systems funded in the FY 2010 Supplemental. 

Correspondingly, CBP will defer: 


• KA-350 multi-role patrol aircraft (5 purchased; 25 more on contract); 

• Recapitalization of remaining UH-I to UH-II conversions (3 completed; 1 1 more planned; contract 
expired); 

• C-550 jet interceptor sensor upgrades (4 completed/in-work; 6 more planned); 

• The purchase of at least four UH-60M medium lift helicopters (4 purchased; 4 more planned); 
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• P-3/UAS/AS-350 aircraft search radars and day/night/infrared (EO/IR) cameras (at least 6 more radars 

and 10 more EO/IR sensors planned). 

The reduction in Operations and Maintenance (O&M) funding will be achieved by reducing reliance on support 
services contracts to include: the planned assessment of alternatives for the P-3 replacement capability; 
engineering support to aircraft test and evaluation activities; Navy support for the Ocean Surveillance Initiative 
target sorting and tracking software for multiple CBP and potentially US Coast Guard aircraft types; and 
ongoing operations analysis support from the Homeland Security Institute. Where possible, these efforts will be 
accomplished with in-house personnel, deferred or eliminated. As mentioned in the Congressional Justifications 
for the FY 2012 Budget Request, CBP also plans total aircraft flight hours at about 90,000 which equates to the 
flight hours funded in FY 2006. 

As funds become available, additional purchases of the deferred aircraft procurements, conversions, and sensors 
will be made, provided that the production lines remain open. Until new aircraft deliveries/conversions are 
achieved, CBP will realign available aircraft and sensors to the most critical homeland security missions. As 
aged aircraft are retired, CBP will leverage data obtained through the aged aircraft investigation effort initiated 
in FY 2009 to expand the depth and/or increase the frequency of its maintenance inspections, until such time as 
the aircraft are judged to be unsupportable or unsafe to fly. CBP is currently processing 3 1 aged aircraft for 
retirement, including 13 Vietnam era OH-6 light helicopters, 15 PA-18 single-engine aircraft, one C-12M twin- 
engine patrol aircraft, and two PA-42 twin-engine patrol aircraft. Additional retirements, in particular a small 
number of the C- 1 2M patrol aircraft, are possible by early FY 20 1 2. CBP will recoup ail O&M funding 
associated with the retirements, however, since many were already grounded due to parts support or safety 
issues, the funds recovery is expected to be relatively small. 

BSFIT 


Question: The department's decision on SBInet was based on a comprehensive, science-based assessment 
according to statements by department officials. Please provide this Subcommittee a copy of the complete 
assessment. 

ANSWER: The assessment was conducted using a standard practice known as an Analysis of Alternatives 
(AoA). In the AoA, DHS quantified the effectiveness of various possible technology solutions by identifying 
the most important elements of effectiveness, and then assigning scores that reflect how well each technology 
option supports each of these elements. These scores arc called "Measures of Effectiveness" (MOEs). Because 
there are several MOEs, each one was weighed, then combined into a single, overall effectiveness score. The 
AoA also generated rough-order-of magnitude (ROM) cost estimates for each technology option. The AoA 
then compared the combined effectiveness score and ROM for each option. DHS used this process to evaluate 
technology options in four specific areas along the Arizona border that were representative of other areas on the 
Southwest border. Additionally, DHS analyzed four types of technology alternatives; Alternative I, Agent- 
Centric, included small, usually handheld systems that assist individual agents in observing activity; Alternative 
2, Fixed, focused on fixed sensor towers with radars and cameras integrated together through a common 
operating picture (COP), the class of technology systems like the existing SBInet Block I ; Alternative 3, 
Mobile, focused on the class of technology systems like the existing Mobile Surveillance Systems (MSS) or 
Mobile Video Surveillance System (MVSS), which provide information from those sensors directly to the 
operator of the individual mobile system; and Alternative 4, Aviation-Centric, focused on systems like the 
Unmanned Aircraft Systems (UAS), which are remotely piloted drones with sensors. The results of the AoA 
showed that the selection of technology for a given area of the border is highly dependent on the nature of that 
area. There does not appear to be a "one-size-fits-alJ" solution contrary to the original SBInet concept of a 
single, wide-ranging fixed tower-based solution across the entire border. In fact, the AoA suggested that the 
optimal options involved a mix of technology tailored to each area of the border and based on the operational 
judgment of the Border Patrol agents in that area. 
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TTie AoA Phase la presentation \vas provided to the Commissioner of US Customs and Border Protection and 
to the Under Secretary for Science and Technology (S&T) on July 12, 2010. After completion of the formal 
AoA, the Border Patrol used the results to develop a detailed technology deployment plan for each sector in 
Arizona based on current and anticipated operational activity. The combined AoA and Detailed Technology 
Deployment Plan briefing was given to DHS Secretary Janet Napolitano on July 22, 2010 and were provided to 
the House and Senate staff under separate cover. 

Question: The department also did a segment by segment analysis of the border to determine what technology 
is the most appropriate for each segment. Please provide this Subcommittee a copy of the study. What standard 
of detection, identification, classification, and interdiction was used to drive the technology decisions? 

ANSWER: After completion of the formal Analysis of Alternatives (AoA), the Border Patrol convened a panel 
of operational subject matter experts from each of the sectors. Border Patrol tasked these experts to determine 
what technologies were required to provide the situational awareness needed in each area of the border. The 
Homeland Security Studies and Analysis Institute, who did the AoA, briefed these experts on the results of the 
AoA. The Border Patrol experts, informed by the results of the AoA and their detailed knowledge of the border 
areas and the threats to those areas, developed a detailed technology deployment plan for Arizona. The Border 
Patrol experts did not use empirical standards of detection, identification and classification but their 
recommendations were based their intimate knowledge of the varied terrains and operating environments they 
work in and the threats they face on a daily basis. They used their operational expertise to determine which 
technological capabilities could significantly contribute to situational awareness and their ability to interdict. 

The combined AoA and Arizona Technology Plan briefing was given to DHS Secretary Napolitano on July 22, 
2010 and were provided to the House and Senate staff under separate cover. 


Pushing out the Border 

Question: Pushing out the borders has been a critical part of CBP’s strategy to secure our borders and keep 
dangerous goods and people out. Largely through the Container Security Initiative (CSI) and the Immigration 
Advisory Program (lAP), CBP Officers work with their counterparts and conduct pre-arrival inspections. While 
the programs are not perfect and officers must rely heavily on their foreign partners, this Subcommittee has 
provided strong support for the strategy. Where do you see these two programs and the concept of pushing out 
the borders among your priorities? 

ANSWER; The Container Security Initiative (CSI) and Immigration Advisory Program (lAP) remain critical 
components of CBP's layered enforcement strategy and key elements in identifying high-risk shipments as early 
in the supply as possible and prior to lading on a vessel destined for the U.S. and, in the case of lAP, identifying 
individuals that will be inadmissible upon arrival in the United States. Both programs will remain vital 
elements in pushing out the borders. 

Through the Container Security Initiative (CSI), the Secure Freight Initiative (SFI), and other programs, CBP 
addresses the challenges involved in identifying high-risk cargo as early as possible in the supply chain. The 
Trade Act of 2002 and its implementing regulations require industry to submit electronic manifest data to CBP 
24 hours prior to the cargo being laden on a vessel destined for the United States. CBP’s pre-departure manifest 
data requirements were further enhanced with the implementation of the Importer Security Filing (10+2) 
pursuant to the SAFE Port Act of 2006. CBP utilizes the Automated Targeting System (ATS) as a means to 
screen advanced manifest data and assist CBP Officers in identifying high-risk cargo. Upon screening, CBP 
can issue “Do Not Load” messages for shipments deemed high risk until the risk can be mitigated or resolved. 

Well-established international relationships have been developed and CBP has a large overseas presence. In 
addition, there is a number of security programs developed to utilize CBP’s legal authorities as well as 
operational resources to ensure adequate screening of high-risk cargo. For instance, CSI was developed to 
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identify and inspect high-risk cargo before it is laden aboard a vessel destined for the United States, and the 
Customs-Trade Partnership Against Terrorism (C-TPAT) was established to provide end-to-end supply chain 
security. Both programs were codified into law by the Safe Port Act of 2006. 

The CSI core mission of identifying and inspecting high-risk cargo before it is laden on a vessel destined for the 
United States remains the same today; however, the means to accomplish that mission have matured. New and 
improved technology allows more targeting to be accomplished from the National Targeting Center-Cargo 
(NTC-C) at a much more efficient and reduced cost. Innovative and effective software has been developed and 
perfected to allow non-intrusive inspection (NI!) images to be transmitted to the NTC-C for review and risk 
mitigation. Improved data and targeting systems allow for better identification of high-risk shipments, thus 
promoting better mitigation of the risk of those shipments. In addition, information sharing has improved with 
our host counterparts. More countries have implemented robust, security-based partnership programs, w^hich 
raises the level of confidence for success of programs based, in part, on international cooperation, such as CSI 
and the international Authorized Economic Operator programs. 

In early FY 2009, CSI began reducing the number of CBP Officers at the foreign seaports in an effort to utilize 
staffing in areas needing greater support and ensure that staffing levels remain consistent with workload. In 
January 2009, the CSI foreign footprint was 167 CSI Officers, 17 ICE Special Agents and 1 1 Intelligence 
Research Specialists (IRS) from the Office of Intelligence and Operations Coordination (OIOC). The current 
staffing of CSI consists of 86 CSI Officers, 8 ICE Special Agents and no IRS support from OIOC. While there 
has been a decrease in the staffing of CSI Officers abroad, CSI has increased the staffing level at the NTC-C to 
support targeting functions in overseas ports. Accordingly, the decrease in the CSI staffing at foreign locations 
has not compromised the CSI mission because CBP has been able to accomplish the CSI mission more 
efficiently and in a more cost-effective manner through the increased staffing and resources at the NTC-C. 

In the future, programs such as CSI will continue to be an integral part of CBP’s effort to ensure effective 
targeting and examination of high-risk cargo prior to being laden on a vessel bound for the United States. It is 
envisioned that CBP’s path forward for FY 201 1 and beyond will include the development and use of a hybrid 
of a variety of operational concepts necessary to address the specific needs of each foreign port. CBP officers 
from the NTC-C will perform more targeting for foreign seaports and refer shipments for examination when 
appropriate. CBP will continue to evaluate the foreign footprint for the CSI and remain with a minimum 
number of foreign-based CBP personnel to conduct and witness exams in coordination with our host-country 
counterparts, collaborate and share information with host-country counterparts and maintain the relationships 
developed over the past several years. CSI remains operational in all 58 ports and a variety of operational 
protocols for each port are being explored that will allow CSI to operate more efficiently without diminishing 
overall mission of CSI. CBP does not anticipate closing any CSI locations in FY 2012. 

The FY 2012 request includes maintaining SFI operations in Qasim, Pakistan, as well as maintaining CSI in all 
58 existing locations. The request also includes an enhancement of $7.5 million to determine the most 
responsible path forward for securing maritime cargo. The Administration is working to develop a Global 
Supply Chain Security Strategy to improve the security of the global supply chain. This strategy will focus on 
all modes of transportation and will be consistent with a risk-based approach to supply chain security. This 
funding will be used to conduct cargo screening pilot(s) to assess alternatives to the 1 00% maritime cargo 
scanning as mandated by the SAFE Port Act. This will enable CBP to test alternatives to extend the zone of 
security beyond the physical borders, strengthen global supply chain security, and enhance CBP’s multi-layered 
security strategy. 

CBP continues to review how new technology can assist in securing the supply chain. Of particular interest are 
automatic anomaly identification and technology that use radiation and imaging to scan transshipped cargo. 

The use and limitations of current technology is only one of the many challenges associated with implementing 
the legislative mandate regarding cargo scanning included in the Implementing Recommendations of the 9/1 1 
Commission Act of 2007. 
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lAP is a premier resource in the identification and prevention of high-risk and improperly documented travelers 
at foreign airports from boarding U.S.-bound flights. lAP teams work collaboratively to identify high-risk and 
terrorist watch-listed travelers with targeting support from the National Targeting Center for Passengers (NTC- 
P) for an assessment of passengers and their documentation. CBP has also fully implemented the process of 
using intelligence-based targeting rules to identify potential unknown security risks in addition to the historical 
lAP missions of addressing known security threats and immigration concerns. lAP presence provides the added 
element of allowing CBP to intercept and question potential unknown threats and effectively extends our zone 
of security where close coordination with the air carriers and host government is essential. 

Question: While some of the CST reduction can be attributed to moving targeting activity back to the U.S., the 
CSI cut appears to significantly reduce the international footprint. Please provide specific details regarding 
where the CSI reductions will be taken and why. Please also note the reductions that were already taken in 
FY 1 0 or will be taken in F Y 1 1 . 

ANSWER: At the initiation of CSI, CBP deployed multi-disciplinary teams to foreign seaports consisting of 
CBP officers. Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) agents and Intelligence Research Specialists (IRS). 
CSI foreign presence in the early years relied heavily on a large foreign footprint to gain knowledge and 
visibility of cargo originating in or transiting through the various CSI ports, to establish and develop 
relationships with our host country counterparts, and gather intelligence and information. Prior to September 
1 1 , 2001 , CBP faced a multitude of challenges relative to targeting and identifying high-risk cargo for 
examination prior to that cargo being laden on a vessel destined to the United States. Those challenges included 
the lack of advanced manifest data, no automated targeting capabilities, the absence of “Do Not Load” 
authority, limited overseas presence (CSI did not yet exist), informal international relationships, carrier focused 
industry partnership and supply chain security programs, and no U.S. radiation portal monitors at the ports of 
entry. CBP addressed these challenges by designing a comprehensive multi-layered cargo security strategy 
emphasizing advanced data, automated targeting, foreign capabilities, and industry partnerships. 

Under regulations promulgated pursuant to the Trade Act of 2002 carriers must submit electronic manifest data 
to CBP 24 hours prior to the cargo being laden on a vessel destined to the U.S. CBP developed the Automated 
Targeting System (ATS) as a means to screen advanced manifest data and assist CBP Officers in identifying 
high-risk cargo. Well established international relationships were developed and CBP established a large 
overseas presence. Programs aimed at detecting radioactive materials were also developed. In 2002, CBP 
began deploying radiation portal monitors at U.S. ports of entry while the Department of Energy’s Megaports 
Initiative placed radiation portal monitors in seaports worldwide. 

In January 2009, CSI began to look at the foreign footprint and worked to align resources consistent with 
workload at each of the 58 CSI ports. During FYIO and FYl 1 to date, CSID has reduced its overseas staff from 
167 to 86 CBP Officers while still keeping the 58 CSI ports operational. CBP continues to explore alternative, 
more cost effective means to achieving the objectives of the CSI program without compromising the security or 
integrity of the program. 

Question: While the FYI2 request proposes an expansion to additional lAP locations, the number of officers at 
each lAP location is very limited. Please provide the Subcommittee with the number of officers deployed to 
each lAP and the percentage of flights bound for the U.S. from that airport that the officers are able to cover. In 
addition, if the lAP coverage is deemed insufficient, what is the end goal for officer deployments to lAP 
locations and how will you reach that deployment level? 

ANSWER: The response to this question is For Official Use Only/Law Enforcement Sensitive and will be 
provided to Congress in the appropriate manner. 
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Container Security Initiative 

Question: Please provide a list of on-board supervisory and other CBP staff per CSl/SFI port and indicate 
whether they are permanent or TDY. Please also indicate the number of positions you anticipate will be at these 
ports at the end of FY12, based on the FY12 proposed reduction in CSI funding. 

ANSWER: Please see the chart below which reflects current staffing levels at all CSI/SFI locations. Staffing at 
this time is 86 permanent positions and 5 TDY CBP officers. CBP does not anticipate a change in staffing 
levels during FY12 at this time. 


CSi Port Information 

TDY Staffine 

p 

ermanent Staffing 

Shp. CNO 

CBPO 

Smp. CBPO 

CBPO 

Special Aeent 

ALGECIRAS, SPAiN 

0 




0 







ASHDOD, ISRAEL 

0 

0 

0 


0 

BALBOA, PANAMA 

0 

0 



0 

BARCELONA, SPAIN 

0 

0 



0 

BREMERHAVHN, GERMANY 

0 

0 



0 

BUENOS AIRES, ARGENTINA 

0 

0 



0 

BUSAN, KOREA 

0 

0 



t 

CARTAGENA, COLOMBIA 


0 



1 

CAUCEIX), DOMINICAN REPUBLIC 





0 

CHI LUNG. TAIWAN 





0 

COLOMBO, SRI LANKA 


0 



0 

DUBAI. UNITED ARAB EMIRATES 

0 


1 


1 

DURBAN, SOUTH AFRICA 

0 

0 



0 

FELIXSTOWE, UNITED KINGDOM 

0 

0 



0 

FREEPORT, BAHAMAS 

0 

0 



1 

GENOA. ITALY 

0 

0 



0 

GIOIA TAURO, ITALY 

0 

0 



0 

GOTHENBURG, SWEDEN 



1 

0 

0 

HAIFA. ISRAEL 


0 

0 


0 







HONG KONG, CHINA 





1 

KAOHSIUNG. TAIWAN 

0 



1 

0 

KINGSTON. JAMAICA 

0 



i 

1 

KLANG, MALAYSIA 

0 

0 


0 

t 

KOBE. JAPAN 


0 

0 


0 

L/\£MCHABANG. THAILAND 


0 



0 

LASPEZIA, ITALY 


0 



0 

LEHAVRE, FRANCE 


0 



0 

LISBON, KJRTUOAL 


0 


0 

0 

LIVERPOOL, UNITED KiNGlX)M 

0 

0 



0 

LIVORNO, ITALY 

0 

0 


i 

0 

MARSEILLE, FRANCE 

0 

0 



0 

NAGOYA. JAPAN 


0 

0 


0 

NAPLES. ITALY 

0 

0 



0 

PIRAEUS. GREECE 

0 

0 



0 

PUERTO CORTES, HN 

0 

1 

0 


0 
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ROITERDAM, NETHERLANDS 

0 




1 

SANTOS. BRAZU, 

0 




0 

SHANGHAI. CHINA 



0 


0 

SHENZHEN. CHINA 

0 


0 


0 

SINGAPORE. SINGAPORE 

0 

0 



0 

SOUTH HAMPTON, UNITED KINGDOM 



0 


0 

TANJUNG PELEPAS. MALAYSIA 

0 




0 

THAMESPORT. UNITED KINGDOM 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TILLBURY. UNITED KINGDOM 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOKYO. JAPAN 

0 

0 



0 

VALENCIA. SPAIN 

0 

0 

1 


0 

YOKOHAMA. JAPAN 

0 

0 

0 


0 

ZEEBRUGGE. BEI.GIUM 

0 

0 


0 

0 

TOTALS 



37 

41 

8 


86 


CTPAT Performance Measure 


Question: The FY2012 CBP Strategic Context document has a table that provides information on CTPAT 
performance measures, target levels, and actual results for FY2007-FY2012. For CTPAT, the key measure is 
the compliance rate for CTPAT members. The target compliance rate increases from an FY2010 target of 95% 
to FY201 1 and FY2012 targets of 100% which seem unlikely and/or unobtainable. How was this measure 
determined, and will CTPAT meet the 100% target? 

ANSWER: C-TPAT has developed a measure to determine how well members are complying with the 
program’s security criteria. It is determined by dividing the total number of successful validations (for a period 
of time) by the total validations (for the same period of time) and then multiplying by 100. C-TPAT is working 
to achieve the highest compliance level possible with all of the members, through providing enhanced training 
documents and outreach. During FY2010, C-TPAT conducted 79 outreach programs for members and foreign 
governments in several countries throughout the world to discuss the security criteria. The 100 percent goal 
was set by DHS to strive for maximum compliance and C-TPAT will work diligently with members to meet this 
goal. 

Question: Please provide a listing of all Nil equipment purchased, deployed, and proposed for 
purchase/deployment for CSI and SFI in FYl 1 and FY12. 

ANSWER: CSI/SFI has not purchased, nor are there plans to purchase, Non-Intrusive Inspection (Nil) 
equipment in FYl 1 or FY12. CSI/SFI currently has 10 large-scale Nil systems (of various manufacturers and 
system configurations) in our inventory. CBP has been working with the Department of State to secure visas 
for a team to travel to Qasim, Pakistan in order to conduct a site assessment of the current operations. Once a 
site assessment is completed, CBP plans to upgrade the current aging Nil systems in Qasim utilizing the Nil 
equipment that was decommissioned in Korea as part of the SFI pilot. 

Question: Please update information provided last year and list: the number of high risk cargo exams 
conducted under CSI in foreign ports of export in FYIO and FYl 1 to date; the number of containers scanned in 
the SFI ports in FYl 0 and to date in FY 1 1 ; and the number of containers inspected at CSI ports that were re- 
inspected upon arrival at domestic seaports in FYIO and to date in FYl 1. 

ANSWER: Number of high risk CSI cargo exams conducted in FYIO: 49,646 

Number of high risk CSI cargo exams conducted in FYl 1 (YTD): 18,958 
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Number of containers scanned in SFI ports FYIO: 133,620 
Number of containers scanned in SFI ports FYl 1 (YTD); 10,702 

The difference in the FY 2010 and FY 201 1 number of containers scanned in SFI ports reflects that in late FY 
2010, CBP concluded the SFI pilot operations in Southampton, United Kingdom, Puerto Cortes, Honduras and 
Busan, South Korea. These ports reverted back to the CSI protocols of risk based targeting so are no longer 
counted in the SFI statistics. CSI does not track the number of containers that were re-inspected upon arrival at 
domestic seaports. CSI targets and selects shipments that pose a risk for national security. Those same 
shipments are normally not re-inspected for reasons of national security once they arrive in at domestic seaports 
unless there is new information on the shipment that would warrant an exam. However those same shipments 
may be re-inspected for a variety of purposes including trade enforcement or other agency interest (e.g., U.S. 
Food and Drug Administration (FDA), U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), Consumer Product Safety 
Commission (CPSC) etc.). CBP’s Office of Information Technology (OIT) has the ability to identify shipments 
that have been re-inspected upon arrival at domestic ports but there is no procedure at this time to differentiate 
for what purpose the shipments were re-inspected (national security vs. other agency interest). 

Non-Intrusive Ipspectiop Equipment 

Question: The President’s FY 2012 budget includes $149.5 million for the purchase and deployment of new 
Nil systems and a goal of purchasing 10 new large-scale Nil systems and replacing 6 systems. Supporting 
documents also indicate CBP will purchase, test and deploy small scale Nil systems. While it appears the 
Administration has an acquisition schedule for Nil, it is not clear how this schedule corresponds to an overall 
Nil strategic plan. Further, as more and more Nil systems are deployed and integrated into CBP operations, 
these systems will need routine upgrades and replacement. Do you have a strategic plan for Nil (including 
radiation detection equipment) investment? If so, please provide a copy of this plan. If not, why not? 

ANSWER: Yes, CBP has a Strategic Plan for FY09-FYI4 which covers the mission and the overall strategy 
for employing Nil and Radiation Monitoring equipment in our day-to-day operations. However, the proposed 
number of systems to be acquired in FY12 is subject to the approved budget and the cost per system. 

Currently the FYl I budget is not finalized and the impact of the approved FYl 1 budget will affect the FY12 
spend plan. 

A copy of the Strategic Plan can be obtained from the following site: 

http://www.cbp.gov/iinkhandler/cgov/about/mission/strategic_plan_09_14.ctt/strategic_plan_09_I4.pdf 


Question: What percentage of rail cars, maritime cargo, and trucks were subjected to an Nil examination in 
FYIO and FYll to date, distinguishing between those entering and departing the United States? 

ANSWER: For fiscal year 20 10, CBP examined 23.9% of all inbound cargo arriving by land, sea and rail 
utilizing Large-scale Nil systems. For fiscal year 2011 to date that total is 24%. 

Question: Please provide an updated inventory by location of deployed large-scale Nil systems, including 
planned investments. Please reflect any additional or replacement acquisitions still coming in FYl 1 and 
planned for FYl 2. Please also include 

ANSWER: CBP has a total of 296 Large-scale Nil imaging systems deployed nationwide as of the end of the 
second quarter 201 1 (March 31, 201 1). This number includes 106 systems deployed to Southwest border ports 
of entry, 92 systems deployed to seaports on both coasts, 53 systems deployed to Northern border ports of entry, 
3 systems deployed to airports and 42 systems deployed to Border Patrol checkpoints. 
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In addition, 46 systems (30 additional and 16 replacements) have been purchased with funding from FYIO and 
prior years. These systems are expected to be deployed in FY 1 1 and F Y 1 2. These systems are distributed: 22 
additional and 14 replacement systems to the Southern border; 2 replacement systems to seaports; 7 additional 
systems to the Northern border and 1 additional system to a Border Patrol checkpoint. 

CBP also has plans to acquire 20 Large Scale Nil systems in FYl 1 and 16 systems in FY12 based on the 
proposed funding in the Nil Systems Program (domestic) Capital Investment Plan (CIP). 

Globa! Entrv/lntcrnational Registered Traveler 

Question: Please provide the latest enrollment numbers for SENTRI, NEXUS, FAST, and Global Entry. 

Please provide the percentage of entries that individuals utilizing these programs represents at the land and air 
ports of entry respectively. 

ANSWER: Current enrollment numbers as of March 22, 2011 are: 

• SENTRI -248,079 

o Of these, 90,139 SENTRI members have activated Global Entry benefits and can use the Global 
Entry kiosks at the designated airports. 

• NEXUS -5 19,509 

o Of these, 394,376 NEXUS members have activated Global Entry benefits and can use the Global 
Entry kiosks at the designated airports. 

• FAST - 80,425 

- Global Entry -119,621 

Percentage of travelers utilizing Trusted Traveler programs at land and air ports (based on FY 2010 numbers): 

• SENTRI- 13% 

• NEXUS -10% 

• FAST- 12% 

• Global Entry - Less than 1% 

Question: Please provide an update on the consolidation of trusted traveler programs under Global Entry. Do 
SENTRI and NEXUS participants have the benefits of Global Entry processing? If not, when will that be 
completed? 

ANSWER: The consolidation of the trusted traveler programs under Global Entry was initiated December 14, 
2010. The Global Entry benefit automatically became part of the SENTRI and NEXUS program membership 
package and SENTRI and NEXUS enrollment centers are now conducting Global Entry interviews. Trusted 
traveler continues with program consolidation by seeking to have a single membership with SENTRI, NEXUS, 
and Global Entry benefits. 

IT Reliability for Interactive Advance Passenger Information Requirements 

Question: DHS established “One Solution” to integrate the passenger data requirements of CBP and TSA for 
air carriers and to meet mission needs in the most efficient and cost-effective manner possible. Now that all 
domestic and international commercial carriers are on board with Secure Flight, how has the end-to-end system 
performed in terms of reliability, flexibility, and capability to meet operational needs? 

ANSWER: The Intelligence Reform and Terrorism Prevention Act (IRTPA) of 2004 required the Federal 
Government where practicable to conduct screening against the terrorist watchlist prior to departure. To meet 
IRTPA requirements U.S. Customs and Border Protection modified the Advance Passenger Information System 
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(APIS) and, in collaboration with the Transportation Security Administration's (TSA) Secure Flight program, 
developed interactive communications to provide carriers with real time terrorist watchlist screening results. 

As part of The Department of Homeland Security (DHS) One Solution program, CBP worked with the TSA to 
align TSA's Secure Flight with existing CBP interactive APIS communications, including allowing carriers to 
transmit passenger data to a single portal administered by CBP called the DHS Router. As part of One 
Solution, when carriers transmit passenger data through interactive communications, the data is used to meet the 
requirements of the CBP APIS program, the Electronic System for Travel Authorization (ESTA), and the TSA 
Secure Flight program. 

The implementation of interactive APIS communications, ESTA, and Secure Flight was a tremendous 
undertaking that impacted international travel around the globe and changed operational processes for the 
aviation industry and governments. While implementation of these programs has been extremely successful 
and has met operational needs, there have also been challenges. 

Previously, if a system or policy change was implemented the impact was limited to one program; with the 
single porta! concept that meets the needs of several programs, any operational or system changes need to be 
aligned to ensure negative impact is limited. In addition, as changes need to be made to further develop these 
programs, there are now increased challenges since it is possible that a change for one program would require 
changes within the DHS Router, CBP systems, and/or TSA systems. 

Question: CBP and Secure Flight have been affected by system outages and time outs. Please provide details 
on all system outages and times outs from FYIO and FYl 1 to date as well as the cause of the issue and how the 
causes were addressed. 

ANSWER: The response to this question is For Official Use Only/Law Enforcement Sensitive and will be 
provided to Congress in the appropriate marmer. 

Automated Commercial Environment 


Question: More than $3 billion has been appropriated for the Automated Commercial Environment (ACE) in 
the past ten years. What tangible results do we have to show for this investment? If the answer is targeting 
capability, please provide a listing by fiscal year of the funding provided by ACE for targeting activity and the 
percentage that funding represents of the ACE appropriation. 

ANSWER: Through FY 2010, $2.9 billion has been appropriated for ACE. The ACE program has introduced 
many capabilities that improve and secure CBP's cargo processing capabilities and benefit other Federal 
agencies and the trade community. The tables below reflect the ACE software releases to-date (including 
description/benefits, date deployed and approximate investment cost) as well as those ACE capabilities now in 
development. 
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ACE Capabilities Deployed FY2003 - FY201 1 


ACE Release Name 

Description/Benefits 

Date 

deployed 

Approximate 

Investment 

Cost (SK> 

ACE Foundation 
(Release 1) 

Provided the first deployment platform 
for ACE and established security 
measures consistent across ACE. 

Sept 2002 

$58,380' 

ACE Portal 
(Release 2) 

Delivered the ACE Secure Data Portal. 

Laid the foundation for an Accounts 
Management (AMS) structure that will 
eventually encompass all segments of the 
trade community and become a principal 
tool for CBP Officers to assess national 
compliance and supply chain data. At the 
end of ! QF Y 1 1 , there were over 35,000 
CBP and trade ACE account holders. 

Oct 2003 

$58,380' 


The Portal provides information with 
which ACE users and account holders can 
identify and evaluate compliance issues 
and monitor daily operations. ACE allows 
users to access the reports tool, compile 
data and perform national trend analysis 
as well as individual transactions-based 
analysis. 




Further, other government agencies 
have access to the Portal and can use 
this to streamline and improve their 
import analysis activities. 




' Number reflects total cost of Release I and Release 2, developed under the same contractor task order. Release-specific cost 
Information not captured. 
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Periodic Payment 
(Release 3) 

Expanded the AM framework to a larger 
trade audience (including brokers, 
carriers, etc.). Provided a record of 
communications via the Business Activity 
Log. Provided a new CBP revenue 
capability to make periodic monthly 
payments of duties and fees. Established 
a CBP customer-based ledger to produce 
monthly statements. Asoftheendof 

1 QFY 1 1 , approximately $ 1 .5B of duties 
and fees (58% of the total duties and fees 
due) was being collected via the Periodic 
Payment feature in ACE. 

With the ACE account-based system, 
monthly payment and statement 
capabilities are available, meaning 
periodic payment participants have the 
ability to wait until the 15'^ working day 
of the next month to pay for shipments 
released during the previous calendar 
month. 

June 2004 

$105,399- 

Screening Foundation (SI) 

Established a foundation to modernize 
screening and targeting through the use of 
a business rules engine as the backbone 
for all manifest and cargo entry 
transactions. Established a centralized, 
standardized data store for all screening 
and targeting criteria and results and 
forms the building block for S3 / 

Advanced Targeting. 

July 2005 

$53,822 


^ Number reflects total cost of Release 3 and Release 4. developed under the same contractor task order. Release-specific cost 
information not captured. 
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ACE Release Name 

Description/Benefits 

Date 

deployed 

Approximate 

Investment 

Cost(SK) 

Targeting Framework (S2) 

Delivered a modernized National 

Targeting Center (NTC) analyst 
workflow, case management and single 
sign-on capability for the Automated 
Targeting System (ATS). Provides 
collaboration among targeters at the 

NTCs and worldwide field sites. Provides 
the ability to initiate activities, fosters 
collaboration among Office of Field 
Operations (OFO) analysts and Office of 
Intelligence and Operations Coordination 
(OIOC), and allows users to exploit past 
activity logs for additional intelligence by 
tracking requests for information on 
entities of interest. Provides a single 
access point for integration of data 
sources and federation of queries across 
government and private data sources. 
Enables users to infer relationships 
betw een entities and data elements. 

Oct 2006 

$31,100 
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E-Manifest: Truck 
(Release 4) 

Automated the truck manifest process 
for the first time, E-manifesl is a 
mandate from the Trade Act of 2002 
to provide advance cargo data for 
truck shipments and interfaces with 
the Automated Targeting System (see 
SI and S2 descriptions above) to 
provide screening data for shipments 
designated for further evaluation 
and/or inspection. Release 4 is now 
used to process 100% of truck 
manifests at all U.S. land border ports 
on the northern and southern borders. 

By establishing an ACE portal account, 
carriers are able to generate a wide variety 
of reports to evaluate and identify 
compliance issues and risks. 

Truck carriers can record and track 
account details related to drivers, trucks, 
(conveyances), equipment, shippers and 
consignees via ACE. This eliminates the 
need to repetitively send this data or re- 
enter it on each manifest, resulting in 
reduced errors during submission. 

A “broker download” feature enables 
carriers to send shipment details to the 
entry filer’s system. This data assists in 
the reconciliation of manifest and entry 
data, thereby reducing delays at the 
border. 

Using the ACE portal, carriers may also 
request in-bond moves where imported 
goods arrive at a U.S. port with another 

U.S. port as its final destination, directly 
from the manifest. Carriers may also 
report the arrival of in-bond freight via 

ACE when a shipment arrives at its U.S. 
destination. 

Feb 2007 

$105,399^ 

ACE Release Name 

Descriptian/Beoefits 

Date 

deployed 

Approximate 

Investment 

Cost (SK) 
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Advanced Targeting (S3) 

Provides OFO, , Office of International 
Trade (OT), & OIOC users with the 
ability to quickly integrate real time threat 
intelligence into operational activities 
through User Defined Rules. Extends the 
risk management life cycle by increasing 
analysis capabilities and feedback into 
targeting effectiveness. Integrates 
findings and results back into the 
targeting assessment process. Three key 

S3 cargo-targeting components provide 
mission-critical functionality and 
enhancements for the modernization of 
targeting. These components are User 
Defined Rules (UDR), Impact 

Assessment (lA), and the Unified 

Screening Response (USR). Provides lA 
that allows users to determine how 
changes in ATS rules and weight-sets 
affect operational workloads and ATS 
targeting effectiveness at the ports. 

Provides the USR that communicates 

ATS screening results to users and to 

ACS and ACE systems. 

Sept 2007 

$34,400 

Entry Summary, Accounts 
and Revenue (ESAR) 

Master Data (Al) 

Provided CBP and trade representatives 
the ability to view the status of CBP 
programs. Drop A 1 established ACE as 
the system of record for master data 
elements required for CBP systems 
processing. 

Sept 2007 

$120,560 

ESAR Reference Data 
(A2.1) 

Provided the master and reference data for 
and will interface with E-Manifest: Rail 
and Sea (Ml). 

Jan 2009 

$15,800 
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ESAR Initial Entry 
Summary (A2-2) 

Provided the opportunity to eliminate the 
need to fde routine paper forms, 
automated the Census Warning override 
process and marked a major step forward 
in the transition away from the Automated 
Commercial System (ACS), the cargo 
processing system of record. Provided 
targeting though an integrated interface 
with the ATS system; thereby applying 
the functionality of SI, S2, & S3 targeting 
to Entry Summaries. 

The Census warning process enables a 
filer to preemptively submit an override 
code for known Census variances or 
correct and certify information after filing 
an entry summary electronically, rather 
than re-file or dispute a Census warning 
via a paper exchange. 

ACE participants can file entry types 01, 
03, and 1 1 entry summaries via ACE, 
which account for nearly 99 percent of all 
entry summaries, which can now be filed 
in ACE. 

June 2009 

$71,180 

ESAR Anti- 

Dumping/Countervailing 
Duties (AD/CVD) 
Processing (A2.3.I) 

Provided functionality focused on 

AD/CVD case management and entry 
summary Type 03 processing along with 
enhanced targeting functionality for both 
ACE and ACS entry summaries. 

Extended targeting functionality to apply 
to AD/CVD processing. 

AD/CVD functionality enhances the 
ability to track the life cycle of an 

AD/CVD case and facilitates trade 
compliance efforts by centralizing more 
information. 

AD/CVD case management system 
increases communication among CBP, the 
Department of Commerce and the trade 
community and provides greater oversight 
of AD/CVD cases. 

Feb 2010 

$42,800 

ACE Release Name 

Description/Benefits 

Date 

deployed 

Approximate 

Investment 

Cost (SK) 

ESAR Post Summary 
Corrections (PSC) 

(A2.3.2) 

Provided functionality for the trade 
community to send corrections after the 
entry summary has been submitted to 

CBP and the ability for CBP users to mass 
update entry summaries. Extended 
targeting functionality to apply to Post 
Summary' Corrections processing. 

Oct 20 10 

$26,619 
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Additional resources for 
supporting Screening and 
Targeting functionality 


Enhances, expands and improves various 
features and characteristics of screening 
and targeting functionality. Provides 
continuing support for ACE Screening 
and Targeting, synchronizing targeting 
functionality with ACE releases. 

Provides operations and maintenance, 
infrastructure, infrastructure management, 
hardware and Commercial Off-the-Shelf 
(COTS) maintenance, technology refresh, 
and office facilities and automation. 
Provides production baseline 
enhancements, program management, 
security. Systems Engineering Lifecycle 
(SELC) and configuration management 
support for Screening and Tareeting. 


$128,678 


The investments above total approximately $850M. The balance of the $2.9B appropriation was used to fund 
system operations and maintenance, licensing, equipment and software upgrades, disaster recovery, government 
salaries, and program office support. 


ACE Capabilities in Development (FY2011) 

ACE Release Name 

bescription/Benefits 

Final deployment of PSC 

Will make PSC functionality available to the trade 
community. 

E-Manifest: Rail and Sea (Ml) 

Will provide cargo manifest processing for rail and sea 
modes of transportation and the creation of a unified, multi- 
modal environment that will eventually support all modes of 
transportation. 

Cargo Release 

Will achieve the “single window” concept of cargo release 
and modernize the process for releasing cargo at ports of 
entry by making ACE data available to all agencies 
responsible for cargo admissibility. 

International Trade Data System (ITDS) 
initiatives, includine 


• PGA Message Set 

Will add data elements required by other agencies to major 
import reporting messages. 

• Interoperability 

Will focus on standardizing and establishing technical 
interoperability protocols between CBP and other agencies’ 
data systems. 

• Document Imaging 

Will provide the capability to accept transmission of 
electronically imaged forms. 


Targeting capability is among the tangible results achieved in the ACE program. Approximately 8.5% of the 
ACE appropriation was used for targeting capability development and maintenance. 

Question: What are you doing to get this program back on track? 

ANSWER: CBP recognizes that along with our success there have been challenges with some of the ACE 
releases. To address these issues, we have made significant progress in identifying and meeting those 
challenges in all areas of the program to improve results: 

• CBP has recently filled two critical positions to support the ACE program. The first is an Executive 
Director, Cargo Systems Program Office to manage the acquisition, program management and technology 
aspects of the program. This individual is also a Level III certified Program Manager. 
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• We have established the ACE Business Office and filled the position of Executive Director, ACE 
Business Office to lead and direct the operational aspects of the ACE Program. 

• We have institutionalized a number of monthly program reviews with CBP leadership and the Prime 
Contractor to address overarching program management, risk management and cost controls. 

• We have formalized a number of critical project management processes including improved requirements 
management processes, risk management processes and acquisition management and the like. 

• The agency has established a new organization, the Office of Technology Innovation and Acquisition, 
headed by an Assistant Commissioner to strengthen ail areas of systems acquisition and program 
management to build consistency and standardization in how we govern these investments. This 
Assistant Commissioner is a critical member of the ACE leadership team. 

• We are strengthening other critical areas of the program to include independent validation and 
verification, quality assurance, and systems engineering to increase the capability of more actively and 
efficiently managing ACE software activities. 

• We have taken steps to segment ACE into smaller, much more manageable product releases to avoid 
deploying large, complex suites of capabilities which are prone to cost overruns and delays. This 
approach makes it easier to accommodate changes to the operational requirements, identify software 
defects earlier, and tailor our acquisition approach to promote real time delivery of mission capability. 

• We are utilizing Active Risk Manager (ARM), a leading software tool that provides visibility of program 
risks, issues, and mitigation plans. We track release-specific risks that are associated with concurrent 
development and is in the process of developing mitigation plans for these risks. Other elements of the 
ACE program management foundation include a requirements traceability and management tool, which 
minimizes the potential for duplicative efforts by providing a complete view of requirements for all ACE 
releases and software drops; the Integrated Master Schedule, which provides visibility of the planned and 
actual release/delivery schedules and associated interdependencies; the development of risk-adjusted cost 
and schedule estimates; and EVM, which provides early warning signals of potential problems and serves 
as the basis for making course corrections across the program. 

• We are redefining the requirements gathering process. This is being designed to be incorporated into the 
DHS System Engineering Life Cycle model now used for IT projects across the department. This will 
ensure uniformity in the hand off of the requirements from the business side to the technical side of the 
process. 


Textile Transshipment Program 

Question: Please update information provided last year on the status of the textile transshipment enforcement 
effort, and the number of CBP positions - import specialists, CBP officers, and international trade specialists 
on-board in the Textile Enforcement Division in FYIO and projected for FYl 1. 

ANSWER: For FY 2010, CBP has the following staff whose responsibility is the enforcement of textiles: 

Import Specialists - 281 
Auditors - 3 1 
Laboratory Scientists - 24 
International Trade Specialists - 13 
CPB Representatives - 9 
Attorneys - 2 

National Import Specialists - 1 
Paralegals - 3 

Textile Transshipment Analysts - 3 
IT Programmers - 1 

In addition to the above there are many general positions within CBP, such as attorneys within the Office of 
Trade or CBP officers whose job responsibilities are not commodity specific but handle a variety of different 
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issues including textiles if a textile issue is presented to them. This could include examining merchandise, 
processing an entry for penalty or referring cases to the Depmtment of Justice for prosecution. We do not 
anticipate any changes to these staffing levels in FY 201 1 . 

In FY 2010, CBP identified a potential loss of revenue of $6 million as a result of Textile Production 
Verification (TPVTs) visits to those areas or countries with Free Trade Agreements (FTAs) or legislated duly 
preference programs. With the elimination of absolute quotas, the risk for textile transshipment from China and 
other countries has decreased to those areas or countries in which there is a duty preference. CBP also conducts 
document verifications at the ports to validate preference claims. CBP reviews on average between 4,500 and 
5,000 entries per year that have an entered value of between $140 to $150 million. The recovered revenue for 
these document verifications is approximately $5 million. CBP has also conducted special operations that have 
looked at specific areas of concern within the FTAs. 

Question: Please list the numbers and destinations of textile production verification team visits in FYIO and 
the number of manufacturers and producers visited on these trips. 

ANSWER: In FY 2010 Textile Production Verification Teams (TPVTs) visited 1 1 countries that totaled 263 
producers/exporters. The countries that were visited and the number of factories visited for that country are 
identified below: 

Dominican Republic - 20 
Egypt -38 
El Salvador -15 
Guatemala - 27 
Honduras - 48 
Jordan - 21 
Lesotho - 9 
Mauritius - 2 1 
Nicaragua - 29 
Peru - 28 
Swaziland - 7 

Question: Please indicate the locations where they are assigned. 

ANSWER: There are 327 ports of entry with Import Specialists physically assigned to 51 ports of entry. 

Where Import Specialists are not physically located at a port, an Entry Specialist or CBP officer reviews the 
transactions, but the Import Specialist still has oversight and takes responsibility for the transaction. Depending 
on the volume of textile activity that is cleared through that port Import Specialists may spend 100 percent of 
their time addressing textile issues or an abbreviated portion of their time. The International Trade Specialists 
and analysts for textiles are located in New York, with oversight from Washington, D. C. The audit functions 
for textiles are also located in New York, but the audit of textile importer can be done by an auditor in any 
location. CBP has representatives overseas in Panama, Canada, Mexico, Egypt, China, Dominican Republic, 
Kenya, South Africa and Italy who have provided significant textile support. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE David Price 

Commissioner Bersin 

FY 2012 CBP Budget 


Container Security 

Question: Last year, and again in the 2012 budget request, CBP continues to decrease funding for international 
cargo screening programs, by eliminating funding for Secure Freight Initiative (SFI) pilots in ail places except 
Pakistan, which involves physically scanning every container that goes through the shipping lanes under the 
program; CBP has also closed or ceased operations at many of the 58 Container Security Initiative (CSI) ports, 
where CBP officers are on site at a port to target high-risk container for scanning. Much of this screening will 
now be handled domestically by the targeting center. But the 2012 budget includes $7.5 million to fund the 
implementation of two pilots to test the 100 percent scanning mandate. In fact, one of the proposed pilots 
would in essence replicate the SFI model used in Pakistan in a different, high threat corridor - likely on the 
Arabian Peninsula. Given the Department’s justification for targeted scanning in place of 100 percent scanning, 
this $7.5 million request for additional pilots indicates that you believe that the current programs are not 
adequate to mitigate risk. Do you concur? What needs to be done? 

ANSWER: As a point of clarification, CBP has not closed any CSI locations. As the program has matured, and 
through enhancements in advanced data, targeting systems, and inspection technologies, CBP has moved to 
adopt a variety of operational concepts that will allow the program to operate more efficiently yet still achieve 
the objectives of the program. 

In advancing the goal of 100% scanning, the Secure Freight Initiative (SFI) deployed networks of radiation 
detection, provided by the Department of Energy, our partner in SFI, and imaging equipments at five overseas 
pilot ports. This advanced pilot has encountered a number of serious challenges to implementing the 100% 
scanning mandate. 

Certain challenges are logistical. Many ports simply do not have one area through which all the cargo passes; 
there are multiple points of entry, and cargo is '‘transshipped,” meaning it is moved immediately from vessel to 
vessel within the port. These ports are not configured to put in place detection equipment or to provide space for 
secondary inspections. At these ports, scanning 100% of cargo with current systems is currently unworkable 
without seriously hindering the flow of shipments or redesigning the pons themselves, which would require 
huge capital investment. 

Other challenges are the limitations that are inherent in available technology. DHS currently uses both passive 
radiation detection and active x-ray scanning to look for radioactive material in cargo. An important obstacle is 
the absence of x-ray scanning technology which can effectively and automatically detect suspicious anomalies 
within cargo containers that should trigger additional inspection. Currently, DHS personnel visually inspect 
screens for possible anomalies, but the scale and the variety of container cargo make this process challenging 
and time-consuming. In addition, current x-ray systems have limited penetration capability; this can limit their 
ability to find a device in very dense cargo. 
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While DHS is pursuing technological solutions to these problems, expanding screening with available 
technology would slow the flow of commerce and drive up costs to consumers without bringing significant 
security benefits. 

Finally, the costs of 100% scanning pose a great challenge, particularly in a struggling economy. Deploying 
SFI-type scanning equipment would cost about $8 million per lane for the more than 2,100 shipping lanes at 
more than 700 ports around the world that ship to the United States. On top of these initial costs, operating costs 
would be very high. These include only DHS expenses, not the huge costs that would have to be borne by 
foreign governments or industry. It is also important to keep in mind that about 86% of the cargo shipped to the 
United States is sent from only 58 of those more than 700 ports. Installing equipment and placing personnel at 
all of these ports - even the tiny ones - would strain government resources without a guarantee of results. 

Thus, in order to implement the 100% scanning requirement by the 2012 deadline, DHS would need significant 
resources for greater manpower and technology, technologies that do not currently exist, and the redesign of 
many ports. As Secretary Napolitano has indicated, these are all prohibitive challenges that will require the 
Department to seek the time extensions authorized by law. 

Question: What specifically are you testing and implementing with these two new pilots? How will this 
extend the maritime security zone beyond our borders in a different way than CSI or the SFI pilots did? 

ANSWER: The $7.5 million for the pilot programs will allow CBP to explore technological advances 
developed in recent years which may allow CBP to more effectively secure maritime cargo. This will give CBP 
an opportunity to explore the technological advances on a small scale, controlled environment and provide CBP 
the opportunity to gather information to see if the concept can be deployed on a larger scale, as well as lessons 
learned, and successes, failures and adjustments needed for a large scale deployment. 

The future of CSI and CBP’s maritime cargo security strategy will continue to mitigate the risk of high-risk 
cargo prior to lading on a vessel in a foreign seaport. The proposed path forward for FY 201 1 and beyond will 
become a hybrid of a variety of operational concepts, relying on enhancements in advanced data, targeting 
systems, and inspection technologies. 

Question: In fiscal year 2010, CBP had $145.5 million for CSI and 148 .staff overseas. The 2011 requestmore 
than halved this ftinding, to $6 1 .7 million and the number of overseas personnel for this effort has dropped to 
86. The 20 1 2 request raises CSI slightly up to $68.8 million but the entire increase is for the pilots. What are 
the implications of this request for the future of the CSI program? Has our ability to target dangerous cargo 
domestically improved to such a degree that we no longer need to have much of a CSI presence at foreign ports 
at all? 

ANSWER: In early FY2009, CSI began reducing the number of CBP officers at the foreign seaports in an 
effort to bring staffing levels consistent to workload. So while overseas staffing has decreased, staffing 
domestically has increased to conduct overseas activities. CSI has increased the staffing level at the National 
Targeting Center - Cargo (NTC-C) to support targeting functions in overseas ports. CSI will keep a minimum 
number of CBP officers deployed to overseas locations to perform and witness exams, maintain relationships 
with the host country and share information with host country counterparts. The proposed path forward for FY 
201 1 and beyond will become a hybrid of a variety of operational concepts. CSI will operate more efficiently 
and the security or overall mission of CSI will not be diminished. 

CBP’s ability to target high-risk cargo has matured significantly in the last several years through advancements 
in the Automated Targeting System (ATS), the creation of the NTC-C, and the implementation of the advanced 
data, Importer Security Filing (10+2) initiative. Even with these stronger targeting capabilities, and the 
deployment of over 1 ,400 radiation detection portals in U.S. ports of entry, CBP still needs to maintain a 
presence in most overseas locations to work with host counterparts to share information, maintain relationships 
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and witness inspections conducted in foreign locations. Much of the targeting can be achieved from the NTC- 
C, however, it is the CBP officers on the ground in foreign ports that mitigate exams and share information, as 
necessary, with the foreign Customs officers. Additionally, the expansion of the Department of Energy’s 
Megaports to multiple seaports worldwide provides an additional layer of overseas security which did not exist 
when CSI was established. 


Hiring of New CBP Officers 


Question: The 2012 budget requests $43. 1 million for 300 new CBP officers and canine teams at new or 
expanded ports of entry. We all know about the long wait times at some of our ports of entry so I would agree 
that these additional officers are much needed to speed up processing times as well as prevent the entry of 
unlawful people and contraband. In addition to this request, the Department of Transportation’s budget 
includes $2.2 billion to enhance GSA-owned land ports of entry. What is your plan for these additional 
officers and canine teams? Will they largely be deployed to continue to inspect southbound operations 
aggressively, a DHS priority, or are you hiring to fill positions related to the $2.2 billion in improvements in 
cross border transportation infrastructure? 

ANSWER: The additional 300 CBP officers (CBPOs) will allow CBP to staff the more than 30 new and/or 
expanded POEs at air, land, sea, preclearance and other locations which will be completed and require 
additional personnel beginning in 2012. This request is not tied to the $2.2 billion. It reflects staffing needs for 
existing operations and expansions that will occur in 201 1 . For example, some of the facilities expected to open 
include the new North Terminal at the Miami International Airport, the expansion of the World Trade 
International Bridge in Laredo, the new international terminal at the Atlanta International Airport, the expansion 
of the port in Blaine, Washington, the port renovation at the Detroit Windsor Tunnel and Donna, Texas and the 
Anzalduas, Texas Bridges. CBP must staff these new and expanded facilities in order to enhance the facilitation 
of legitimate travelers and cargo. Without additional personnel, the new POEs will have to be filled by reducing 
staff at existing locations where staffing is already declining, impacting the conduct of enforcement actions. 

Question: Based on the slowness of hiring using 2010 supplemental funds, what assurances can you provide us 
that these officers will be hired in a timely fashion? 

ANSWER: As of 4/28/11, CBP has hired 127 of the 250 CBP Officers included in the FY 2010 Border 
Security Supplemental Appropriations Act. Additional pre-employment processes have been added or 
increased to ensure that only the best possible candidates are selected. Polygraph testing of candidates has 
increased and the significant failure rale (above 50%) has reduced the number of candidates who can proceed 
through the process. The additional fitness test has caused a drop-out rate of approximately 25% of the 
candidates. CBP plans to hire ail 250 CBP officers before the end of this fiscal year. 

Surveillance Technology along the Southwest Border 

Question: In your 2012 budget request, CBP is requesting $242 million for continued deployment of 
surveillance technology along the Southwest border. Why is DHS requesting $242 million for 36 integrated 
fixed towers (similar to those that form SBInel Block I in Arizona), at an average cost of $6.7 million per unit, 
when DHS announced on January 14, 201 1 that the department had ordered SBInet to be cancelled, and 
replaced by proven, cost-effective technologies? What are DHS’s specific plans for deployment of this 
technology? 

ANSWER: The FY2012 budget request builds from FY 201 1 funds to complete the laydown of mobile and 
fixed technology in five out of seven Border Patrol Station Areas of Responsibility (AORs) in Arizona. With 
FY 201 1 funds, CBP will deploy various pieces of surveillance technology in all Border Patrol AORs in 
Arizona. These funds are focused on procuring and deploying proven, commercially available technologies as 
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quickly as practical. FY 2012 funds will be used to procure, and deploy proven, commercially available 
‘integrated Fixed Tower” systems in three AORs in Arizona. 

As background, in January 2010 Secretary Napxjlitano ordered a Department-wide reassessment of the Secure 
Border Initiative-network (SBIne/) program that combined an independent, quantitative, science-based Analysis 
of Alternatives (AoA), the input of U.S. Border Patrol agents on the front lines, and the analysis of the 
Department’s leading science and technology experts to determine the most efficient, effective and economical 
way to meet our nation’s border security needs. That reassessment identified that there is no single technology 
solution to border security as SBlnet was originally intended to be. Border security requires a combination of 
personnel, tactical infrastructure, and technology (both mobile and fixed surveillance equipment) tailored to the 
specific geographical areas. 

As a result of the reassessment, DHS is implementing a new border security technology plan, initially focused 
on the Arizona border, which will utilize existing and proven technology tailored to the distinct terrain and 
population density of each border region. This new plan will provide better coverage, a more effective balance 
between cost and capability, and is tailored to the unique needs of each area along the border. The new plan 
will also result in faster deployment of technology and better linkage between operations and technology. 

The Integrated Fixed Towers (IFT), which are based on commercially available capabilities, are only one 
element of the broader, integrated technology plan. IFT are more than just sensor towers and in fact will be 
complete systems. In addition to the sensor towers that will provide the detection and persistent surveillance 
capability, each system will include a complete communications backhaul that will consist of communications 
towers with microwave systems and a command-and-command and control suite located at Border Patrol 
Stations. The FY2012 budget request includes the acquisition of all elements of the systems to be deployed in 
three Border Patrol Station Areas of Responsibility (AORs), the land acquisition costs, any environmental 
mitigation costs, the construction and deployment costs and all system verification costs. 

The IFTs will be deployed to five Border Patrol Station AORs in Arizona. Physical deployments are expected 
to start in FY2013. The specific order in which the deployments will take place will be based on the Border 
Patrol’s highest priority threat areas. 

Question: How do these plans relate to DHS's previous efforts to deploy technology along the Southwest 
border under SBInet? 

ANSWER: The Department-wide reassessment of the SBIw^/ program identified that there is no single 
technology solution to border security as SBIwe/ was originally intended to be. Border security requires a 
combination of personnel, tactical infrastructure, and technology tailored to the specific geographical areas. As 
a result, DHS is implementing a new border security technology plan, initially focused on the Arizona border, 
which will utilize existing and proven technology tailored to the distinct terrain and population density of each 
border region. This new plan will provide better coverage, a more effective balance between cost and 
capability, and is tailored to the unique needs of each area along the border. The plan will also result in faster 
deployment of technology and better linkage between operations and technology, complementing the 
Administration’s unprecedented investments in manpower, infrastructure and resources to secure the Southwest 
border. 

Question: What are DHS’s plans for using funding appropriated in prior fiscal years for SBInet? 

ANSWER: Over the past several years, Congress appropriated approximately $965 million for the SBInet 
Block 1 system design, development, testing, deployment and sustainment. Of this amount, approximately — 

• $782 million was obligated to the Boeing contract for direct expenses and ongoing support 

requirements; 



261 


• S42 million was spent with other Government activities, supporting a range of environmental, testing 
support. Independent Verification and Validation, real estate, and logistics (maintenance, repair, and 
supply management) support activities; 

• $41 million was reprogrammed last summer from unobligated SBIne^ Block 1 balances to initiate high- 
priority replacement fencing projects in Arizona, and, 

• $100 million was rescinded as part of the emergency border security supplemental legislation last 
summer. 

Today, there are no prior appropriations for SBIwc/ Block I available and/or reserved for other purposes. It is 
also important to note that the above amounts do not include appropriations for other CBP (BSFIT) technology 
investments such as the Detroit and Buffalo Remote Video Surveillance System (RVSS) deployments, the 
Operations Integration Center at Selfridge air base, Mobile Surveillance Systems and commercial technologies, 
or other technology pilots and demonstrations. 

Import Safety Seizures 

Question: In your testimony you highlight the fact that CBP conducted approximately 3,700 import safety 
seizures during fiscal year 2010, a 34% increase from 2009. With a relatively even level of staffing at the ports 
of entry, how were you able to accomplish such a large increase in seizures? Can you give us an idea of the 
types of import safety threats we’re facing? 

ANSWER: CBP has worked internally and with our other government agency partners to address the risk 
posed by unsafe imports. Internally, CBP has made import safety a “Priority Trade Issue” giving it status 
among other traditional customs trade functions such as revenue collection, anti-dumping, and intellectual 
property rights within the organization. This allows CBP to increase its focus and devote resources on a 
broader basis to import safety concerns. Defining what “Import Safety” is for reporting purposes can be 
nebulous. A portion of the increase in import safety seizures is that in past years these seizures would have 
been counted under a different “Priority Trade Issue” such as intellectual property rights or agriculture. 

Externally, CBP is a founding member of the multi-agency import safety Commercial Targeting and Analysis 
Center (CTAC) in Washington, DC. CTAC brings several import safety focused agencies together to share 
information and expertise for the interdiction of unsafe products before they reach end users. Agencies are 
communicating and collaborating under new Memoranda of Understanding (MOUs) that expedite and increase 
the exchange of information within the CTAC. Several joint agency local and national scope inspection 
operations were implemented in FY 2010 specifically targeting high risk import safety shipments. Other 
government agency partners have added staff physically at the ports of entry for better coordination with CBP 
on import issues as well. The results of these internal and external actions have been solid increases in seizure 
numbers. 


CBP works with other federal agencies to enforce laws and regulations and combat varied, inport safety threats 
along the border. Consequently, import safety threats are shared when appropriate and may require a shared 
response. CBP is often asked to take enforcement actions on behalf of those agencies which regulate 
commodity ranges. For example, the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) regulates most food products, 
pharmaceuticals, herbal supplements, and medical devices. FDA regulated products account for approximately 
38% of CBP import safety seizures. The Consumer Product Safety Commission (CPSC) regulates consumer 
goods and end user products for requirements such as flammability standards, choking hazards, and lead levels 
in toys. CPSC regulated products account for approximately 16% of CBP’s import safety related seizures. 

Some products presenting import safety risk present unique challenges in that they are regulated by multiple 
agencies. For example. All Tenain Vehicles (ATVs) are regulated by the Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) for engine emissions standards, and CPSC for end user safety plan requirements. Other import safety risk 



262 


areas cut across multiple CBP Priority Trade Issues. For example, electrical products containing counterfeit 
Underwriters Laboratory markings may present an inteltectual property rights violation, as well as an import 
safety risk because a counterfeit product is less likely to meet the product safety testing standards regulated by 


CPSC. 


Import safety threats are driven by various motivations. Economic adulteration, or the purposeful use of 
substandard ingredients or parts in production for financial gain, is a priority concern. In recent years the 
United States has seen a variety of such import schemes including the adulteration of milk and dog food with 
melamine, toothpaste with diethylene glycol, and herbal supplements with active or unapproved pharmaceutical 
ingredients. Many of these economically motivated product risk areas emerged from China, and China 
continues to be a high risk area for import safety and intellectual property rights violations. In fiscal year 201 1 
to date, 47 percent of import safety trade seizures were sourced from China. Furthermore, the deliberate 
shipping of products failing to meet required industry standards *md specifications remains a challenge. 

Recently detected emerging areas of risk for import safety agencies are high power laser pointers that exceed 
strength standards and are capable of being shined into cockpits of aircraft thus blinding pilots, tainted food 
and/or pharmaceutical products, high intensity discharge vehicle lights, consumer and commercial grade 
fireworks, lead tainted toys, and airsoft guns with interchangeable parts making them readily convertible into 
firearms. CBP remains committed to working with our other government agency partners to address these and 
other critical risk areas. 


Automated Commercial Environment 


Question: After more than $2.8 billion in appropriations, last year the Department began a “business case 
review” of the Automated Commercial Environmental (ACE) program. CBP has had numerous problems with 
the vendor (IBM) and is considering not continuing this contract. This decision will be made within the next 
few weeks. At the same time, the budget requests $20 million to implement cargo release, which would 
streamline the process of separating high-risk and low-risk cargo, give our trading partners visibility into cargo 
screening results and holds, and eliminate paper forms. If CBP chooses to bring in another contractor for ACE, 
will the current functionality be easily integrated into another vendors system? 

ANSWER: CBP’s current contract with IBM has a ten-year performance period, and one additional five-year 
option period. Last fiscal year, CBP decided to not exercise the remaining five-year option period, scheduled 
for award on April 30, 2011, and instead pursue an acquisition strategy for the ACE program that better meets 
the needs of the agency, leverages competition, and ensures the government is leading requirements 
management and definition for the program. 

IBM will complete work on a number of in-process projects while CBP implements its revised acquisition 
strategy, to include completion of the e-Manifest: Rail euid Sea (Ml) development effort. Going forward, we do 
not expect integration challenges with bringing in new technology solutions or operations and maintenance 
support providers as the system has an open standards architecture. The first development effort we plan to 
procure using the new strategy is development of Cargo Release capabilities. 

Question: What type of schedule delay would ACE incur? Does this affect the amount of funding needed for 
cargo release in 2012? 

ANSWER: Though IBM will remain under contract to complete Ml, a new schedule is being negotiated with 
IBM for the completion of the project. The extent to which the Ml schedule baseline will change is yet to be 
determined. However, we anticipate an approximate 10 month delay to the original April 201 1 Ml delivery 
schedule (Jan/Feb 2012) at this time. 
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The decision to keep IBM under contract to complete Ml does not affect the amount of funding needed for 
cargo release in 2012. CBP is estimating the need for $60 million (from a combination of carryover and FY 
2012 appropriated funding) for the design and development of the first two segments of Cargo Release 
functionality. The funding estimate will be validated in FY 201 1 through the definition of a complete set of 
operational requirements. 


CBP Cobra Fee Increase 


Question: The budget request assumes $55 million in COBRA fees by lifting the exemptions in place for 
Canada, Mexico, and most of the Caribbean Islands, to pay for the costs for immigration and aviation 
processing fees. This is half year funding; the estimated savings for lifting the COBRA exemptions is $1 10 
million. DBS has proposed this fee adjustment as pan of a larger fee reform package to the Ways and Means 
Committee for a few years but the authorizers have failed to act on this so far. Unless Ways and Means enacts 
COBRA fee reform, the $55 million offset in your budget request to pay for CBP officer salaries is not real 
money. What would you propose to make up for this shortfall? Or would CBP not be able to hire some or all 
of the 333 new CBP officers contained in your 2012 budget request? 

ANSWER: The country exemptions currently in place for Mexico, Canada, and the Caribbean cost the 
Government $1 10 million annually in user fees that would otherwise be collected for customs inspections at the 
border. While travelers from other countries are subject to this fee, the costs of processing the travelers coming 
from Mexico, Canada, and the Caribbean are subsidized by U.S. taxpayers. CBP’s budget assumes elimination 
of these exemptions by the third quarter of FY 2012, equaling to $55 million in FY 2012 (half-year cost).The 
FY 2012 Budget request for $55 million assumes mid-year enactment and would cover half of the proposed 
increase in fee collections to avoid creating a $110 million hole. IfCongress does not lift the exemption than 
CBP will reprioritize our FY 2012 resources to fund the affected activities. 

The COBRA statute mandates that the fee collections be used to pay for (in the order listed): 

1. All inspectional overtime 

2. Premium Pay 

3. Civil Service Retirement and Disability Fund (Agency Contribution) 

4. Excess Preclearance 

5. Foreign Language Proficiency Awards 

6. Enhanced Equipment and Support (e.g.: officer salaries) 

COBRA funding is prioritized as listed above. A $55 million COBRA shortfall will impact support to CBP 
officers and CBP officer’s salaries. Since mission support has already been reduced significantly, it is possible 
that this further reduction may result in fewer CBP officer Full Time Equivalent. These reductions would be 
achieved through attrition and would not likely effect the new positions for the new Ports of Entry. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE Tom Latham 

Commissioner Bersin 

FY 2012 CBP Budget 


Corruption on Border 

Question: Some of us have heard from various reliable sources, over time, that there continues to be a 
disturbing level of corruption among uniformed Customs and Border Patrol personnel on the Southwest Border. 

Do you consider this to be a significant problem and, if so, do you believe that a majority of the ‘bad apples’ are 
caught? 

ANSWER: CBP considers all instances of workforce corruption to be a significant threat to border security. 
Within any organization as large and diverse as CBP, due to its size, mission, geographic diversity and 
operational activity, there is always a potential for corruption amongst the workforce. Since October 1 , 2004, a 
total of 126 current or former CBP employees have been arrested, indicted or otherwise prosecuted on 
Corruption (the misuse or abuse of the knowledge, access or authority granted by virtue of their official position 
in a maimer that did not compromise the mission of CBP or facilitate the violation of the laws it is charged with 
enforcing at the border) or Mission Compromising Corruption (illegal activity for personal gain which violated 
or facilitated the violation of the laws CBP personnel are charged with enforcing) charges. After a 2-year 
decline in FY 2006 and FY 2007. the number increased in FY 2008 and again in FY 2009. After a 2-year 
decline in FY06 and FY07, the number of current or former CBP employees arrested or indicted on Corruption 
and Mission Compromising Corruption charges increased to 21 in FY08 and 29 in FY09. In FYIO, the number 
decreased to 18 and in FYl 1 to date, there have been nine cases. Notably, these numbers represent two-tenths of 
one percent of our workforce. As CBP continues to realize the benefits of enhanced staffing, technology and 
infrastructure along the Southwest border, the efforts of transnational and other criminal organizations to seek 
out ways to influence our officers and agents and infiltrate the CBP workforce cannot be underestimated. 

CBP is committed to maintaining workforce integrity. Rigorous background investigations, including 
polygraph testing of law enforcement applicants prior to employment with CBP, and regular, periodic 
reinvestigations of frontline CBP employees are essential tools to combating corruption. In addition, all 
allegations of corruption must be investigated in a timely and thorough manner. This can only be accomplished 
through collaboration and intelligence sharing amongst all law enforcement authorities responsible for border 
security, including the DHS Office of Inspector General, the U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement 
Office of Professional Responsibility, the CBP Office of Internal Affairs as well as the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation and our other federal, state and local partners. 


Question: I am told that there has been a long-standing rule with ICE Special Agent personnel that they cannot 
be hired to work in the same areas that are their hometown areas. On the other hand, I am told that CBP 
uniformed personnel do work in their hometown areas. 

if this is accurate, is this not a flawed policy based on the corruption issue and, if not, why not? 
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ANSWER: In CBP, uniformed personnel are assigned to locations based on the needs of the mission. In most 
cases. Border Patrol agents and CBP officers are not assigned to their hometowns. 

However, CBP does not have any policy which prohibits a CBP officer from working in his or her home town. 
As part of the employment process, a candidate indicates which geographic location he or she would like to 
work. Geographic locations contain numerous towns and no particular town is guaranteed. Should a CBP 
officer be assigned a duty location in or near their hometown geographic area, numerous policies and 
procedures come into play to ensure the integrity of the mission. Direct oversight by managers and other 
safeguards such as a comprehensive pre-employment background investigation, polygraph testing, integrity 
training at the Basic Academy, integrity toolkits at 2, 5 and 10 years of service, integrity musters, and strict 
prohibitions against processing family members and close friends or anyone who would present a conflict of 
interest, are in place to avoid situations where integrity could be compromised. Additionally, the practice is not 
to place Border Patrol agents in their hometown and it would be rare if it happens. Additionally, before a new 
Border Patrol agent is placed in his or her hometown, it is cleared through the Sector Chief. Integrity is the 
cornerstone of everything we do at CBP. Integrity is a way of life and commitment as an organization that 
begins at the time of application for employment with CBP and continues throughout an employee’s career. 

Trade Facilitation 


Question: What are the major causes of delays in trade facilitation at US Ports of Entry, how can CBP better 
interface with the other agencies to carry out its trade facilitation mission, and is there a role for Congress in the 
enhancement of facilitation? 

ANSWER: Trade facilitation may be impacted by the cumulative effects of laws addressing important yet 
disparate and complex issues involving the logistical movement of cargo. Tran.sactions required to implement 
these laws are often subject to multiple government agency requirements and can necessitate clearance from 
multiple agencies prior to release. In addition, regulatory requirements for paper certificates, licenses and 
permits which must be presented upon entry can have an effect on facilitation efforts as can port infrastructure, 
such as complex and vast sea ports, often face logistical challenges with the movement of the massive volume 
of trade entering the U.S. 

CBP is utilizing technology and interagency information sharing to further facilitate trade. The development of 
the Automated Commercial Environment (ACE) program and the International Trade Data System (ITDS) will 
enable CBP to exchange vital information with federal agency counterparts to safeguard the United States from 
border security threats while promoting legitimate trade. Furthermore, CBP is an integral part of a multi- 
agency council, the Border Interagency Executive Council (BIEC), comprised of senior leadership fromlO 
agencies with import safety responsibilities. The BIEC is currently addressing interagency initiatives aimed at 
reducing duplicative data requests such as information sharing, document imaging and mutual recognition of 
partnership programs. In its capacity as the executive agent responsible for the flow of goods and people across 
the border, CBP continues to seek out opportunities to develop collaborative working relationships with CBP’s 
federal agency counterparts in a broad .set of arenas that include, among others, interagency targeting efforts, 
enforcement activities and other risk segmentation strategies directed at intercepting dangerous cargo and 
facilitating lawful trade. 

In addition, CBP is looking at its own processes to streamline data and documents requirements, more 
transparent and efficient processes and overall facilitation of cargo, especially for our trusted partners, as we 
move toward greater management by account. These efforts will be implemented through new ACE and ITDS 
automation, process changes and risk segmentation. These changes may require a revised statutory framework 
or allocation of resources, which we would look forward to working with the Congress to develop. 
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Allen Smuggling 

Question: Alien smuggling on the Southwest Border continues to be a significant problem. GAO has made 
recommendations to DHS which would, or could, aid in the investigations of alien smuggling. From what I can 
tell, it is still somewhat unclear as to how much progress has been made in implementing the recommendations. 

Recognizing that you don’t want to disclose any specifics in an open hearing, can you give me a general idea 
about the enhancements you have made in this category of enforcement over the last year? 

ANSWER: In July 2004, the Secretary of State, the Secretary of Homeland Security and the Attorney General 
jointly established the interagency Human Smuggling and Trafficking Center (Center). To emphasize its 
importance, the Center was formally established under Section 7202 of the Intelligence Reform Act and 
Terrorism Prevention Act of 2004. The Center will achieve greater integration and overall effectiveness in the 
U.S. Government’s enforcement and other response efforts, and work with other governments to address the 
separate but related issues of alien smuggling, trafficking in persons, and smuggler support of clandestine 
terrorist travel. Migrant smuggling, clandestine terrorist travel and trafficking in persons are transnational issues 
that threaten national security. 

The Interagency Working Group (IWG) on Alien Smuggling and Trafficking was first established in 1995 as the 
result of the Presidential Memorandum on Deterring Illegal Immigration. The Department of Justice (DOJ) and 
Department of State (DOS) were directed to create an interagency coordination structure that would facilitate 
the accomplishment of the U.S. Government’s anti-smuggling initiatives. IWG is comprised of components 
from the Department of Justice Criminal Division (CRM) the Department of State Bureau of International 
Narcotics and Law Enforcement Affairs (INL) and the Human Smuggling and Trafficking Center (HSTC), 

IWG established the Leverage Subgroup and ECT Strike Force as an operational-level targeting working groups 
composed of law enforcement, intelligence, diplomatic, and prosecutorial experts to target criminal travel 
networks that are deemed to present a national security threat or whose operations pose a significant 
humanitarian concern for concerted law enforcement, diplomatic, or other action. 

The Joint Security Program (JSP) is a partnership between DHS and the Mexican Secretaria de Gobemacion 
which places CBP officers along side Mexican federal law enforcement at the Mexico City International Airport 
to target and interdict arriving and departing high risk passengers. CBP JSP officers provide assistance and 
expertise in order to facilitate the identification of travelers who do not possess the proper documentation to 
enter or transit the United States or Mexico, or who may otherwise be deemed inadmissible upon arrival in the 
United States or Mexico. 

To secure the Southwest border, CBP must increase the probability of apprehension and the consequences 
associated with attempting to enter the United States illegally or engaging in cross-border crime such as alien 
and narcotic smuggling. Doing so will require continuous integrated planning and execution of operations 
across CBP’s offices. 

Controlling cross-border crime requires partnership with other government agencies and sustained collaboration 
with Mexico. The Merida and “Merida H” initiatives, the May 2010 Joint Declaration of Presidents Obama and 
Calderon on 2 1 st Century Border Management, the resulting Presidential Executive Steering Committee 
process, and the Bilateral Strategic Plans between the Department of Homeland Security and Secretariat of 
Finance and Public Credit provide the direction for our increasingly close cooperation with Mexico. DHS/CBP 
Border Patrol's International Liaison Units work hand-in-hand with Mexican authorities to encourage 
collaboration between U.S. and Mexican law enforcement agencies to fight cross-border criminal organizations 
through information and intelligence sharing with the common goal of border safety and security. 

CBP continues to support, share information, and partner with various task force initiatives, such as the Border 
Security Task Force (BEST) (10 on the Southwest Border), the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force 
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(OCDETF), High Intensity Drug Trafficking Areas (HIDTA) (5 Southwest Border regions). Border Intelligence 
Centers, the El Paso Intelligence Center (EPIC), Joint Terrorism Task Forces, the National Targeting Center, 
and Joint Task Force North for a range of missions, to include border security, counterterrorism, and counter 
narcotics. CBP also continues to enhance existing law enforcement coordination efforts with Federal, State, 
local, and tribal agencies. 

In order to reduce illicit flows and crimes associated with smuggling at and between the ports of entry in order 
to reduce criminality, illegal migration and the threat of terrorism, the following initiatives have been 
undertaken: 

• Establishment of the Arizona Joint Field Command; 

• Development of the Tucson Intelligence Initiative; 

• Continuing coordination to increase the number of forward operating bases on the Tohono O’odham 
Nation; 

• Establishment of the corridor security concept through the Alliance to Combat Transnational Threats 
(ACTT) in the state of Arizona and within the E! Paso Sector area of operations; 

• Development and deployment of a comprehensive Consequence Delivery System (CDS). This system is 
active in the Tucson and Rio Grande Valley Sectors and is part of a continuing southern border roll-out 
in order to provide consequence performance measurements that will enhance field decisions on 
apprehension dispositions and track consequence performance; 

• Enhancement of operational collaboration with Mexico, in particular through coordinated patrols, 
enhanced protocols to prevent and respond to violent incidents, and enhanced Port Security Committees; 

• Establishment of the Mobile Response Teams concept in Tucson, Arizona and planning for the future 
deployment of the concept to the Rio Grande Valley, San Diego and El Paso Sectors. 

Question: If resources were not an issue, and you had unlimited discretion as to where to put your resources, in 
what operating mission area would you make immediate additions and why? 

ANSWER; Based on the U.S. Border Patrol End of Fiscal Year Report, the Arizona Corridor (Tucson (TCA) 

& Yuma Sectors (YUM)), Rio Grande Valley (RGV) and San Diego Sectors (SDC) continue to lead the Nation 
apprehensions and narcotics seizures. Arizona Sectors led the Nation and accounted for 219,318 of the 463,382 
apprehensions made and 1,070,647 lbs. ofthe 2,431,214 lbs. of narcotics seized in FY 2010. Notably, RGV 
accounted for 59,766 apprehensions and 890,656 lbs. of narcotics seized and SDC accounted for 68.565 
apprehensions the same year. 

More importantly, each of these areas represents significant challenges to mitigate risk against the potential 
threat. Arizona has vast amounts of rugged and remote terrain, much of which is tribal or Federal managed 
lands and Arizona remains the preferred route of entry for alien and narcotics smuggling organizations. RGV 
presents significant littorals in the Gulf of Mexico, vast narrow waterways along the Rio Grande River and a 
host of rural communities that lie adjacent to the immediate border. Pacific Ocean littorals, highly urban areas 
adjacent to Mexico and high volumes of both legitimate and criminal traffic present SDC with unique 
challenges as well. 

As a result of increased enforcement efforts along other parts of the border, illegal immigration and trafficking 
while gradually shifting into the Arizona corridor, success in securing the border means significantly reducing 
illegal flows through that corridor while keeping illegal flows elsewhere under control. The Arizona Corridor 
will represent the continued focus for operations, with secondary emphasis on RGV and SDC respectively. 
Threats along the remainder of the border will constantly be monitored and assessed to evaluate changes in 
operational threat. The plans for a mobile response team (MRT) will further enhance the rapid movement of 
tactical resources to address new or evolving threats. 
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Questioo: Where do you think improvements can be made in the sharing of intelligence between CBP and the 
ATF on the Southwest Border? 

ANSWER: CBP is actively engaged with ATF on improving the sharing of information and intelligence 
relative to the illicit movement of firearms and other related contraband. Specifically, CBP has scheduled a 
series of meetings with ATF to identify solutions and implement procedures that will enhance information 
sharing between our agencies. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE Charles W. Dent 

Commissioner Bersin 

FY 2012 CBP Budget 


Technology - Inbonnd^ Outbound^ Checkpoints 

Question: CBP’s operations have been enhanced significantly at the land border through effective use of 
license plate readers (LPR) and radio frequency identification (RFID) technology. Please tell us, of the total 
{inbound and outbound) lanes and permanent checkpoints, how many have LPRs and/or RFID? Do you have 
plans for outfitting additional lanes? 

ANSWER: To date, LPR/RFID technology has been deployed to 458 of the 530 inbound non-commercial 
vehicle lanes. 


Northern Border 

215 lanes 

Southwestern Border 

243 lanes 


Of the 1 1 1 outbound vehicle lanes on the southwest border, 48 have older generation LPR technology 
deployed. RFID technology has not been deployed to any outbound vehicle lanes. Vehicle Primary Client 
(VPC) and LPR technology has been deployed to six lanes at the C29 checkpoint north of Laredo, Texas. 

In FY 2011, the deployment of technology is planned in the following operational areas: 

• Inbound consisting of the LPR/RFID technical solution 

o Four (4) lanes at four (4) small ports with older generation LPR equipment currently installed, 
o Four (4) new lanes at a previously deployed port, 
o Two (2) lanes at the Harper's Ferry Advanced Training Center. 

CBP continuously monitors all the ports of entry. The remaining 62 lanes are in smaller ports, many of 
which have recently, or are currently, undergoing facility upgrades. 

• Outbound consisting of VPC and new LPRs for operational integration (Southwest border) 

o Thirty-six (36) sites using the MC-75 handheld device. 

0 One (i) fixed facility (comparable to inbound). 

0 Five (5) with fixed LPRs and handheld devices, but no permanent booths. 

• Checkpoints consisting of VPC and new LPRs for operational integration (Southwest border) 

o Twenty locations using a fixed, tactical LPR solution and/or handheld devices. 

Question: With respect to tactical checkpoints and lanes/checkpoints where fixed LPRs have not been 
deployed, where are mobile LPRs available? Do you have plans for additional mobile LPR procurements in 
FY! 1 and beyond? Why or why not? 
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ANSWER: CBP is concerned that there may be some confusion regarding terminology. To clarify, the Border 
Patrol defines the terms fixed, tactical, and mobile as they relate to the deployment of LPR technology as 
follows. 

• Fixed - A “solid, permanently affixed LPR solution” which requires the presence of support 
infrastructure. These LPRs cannot be moved without significant work on the facility and the 
data/electrical support infrastructure associated with them, 

• Tactical - An LPR solution that is installed with limited infrastructure and can be moved if deemed no 
longer effective in its current location. (A tactical LPR solution is contained in a vehicle and may be 
transported from one location to another.) 

• Mobile - This comprises two distinct solutions; vehicle mounted and handheld LPR devices. This 
technology is currently in the development and testing/evaluation phase. 

In FY 2011, CBP plans to deploy LPR devices at the following existing locations: 

• One “fixed” LPR solution to the Las Cruces, NM checkpoint with four (4) lanes on Interstate 10 in Las 
Cruces NM. 

• LPRs to 19 existing southwest border checkpoints with 29 l^es. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE Nita M. Lowey 

Commissioner Bersin 

FY 2012 CBP Budget 


National Targeting Center Funding 

Question: How would the increased funding requested in the budget for the National Targeting Center improve 
CBP’s ability to analyze and share data? 

ANSWER: Subsequent to the attempted terrorist bombings of Northwest flight #253 in December 2009, and 
Times Square in April 2010, CBP restructured passenger screening operations at the National Targeting Center- 
Passenger (NTC-P) to reflect a greater emphasis on pre-departure targeting and interdiction, and outbound 
targeting activities. In the last year, the NTC-P workload has more than doubled while the staffing has 
remained static, with no reduction in previous targeting responsibilities. NTC-P has added pre-departure 
targeting operations, outbound targeting including narcotics and fugitive apprehension, recurrent vetting of 
previously issued U.S. Visas, and expanded immigration Advisory Program (lAP) support. Increased funding 
will allow NTC-P to appropriately staff these vital screening operations which will lead to more robust research 
and analysis, better response times to CBP field units and partner law enforcement and intelligence agencies, 
and reduce waiting times for travelers at U.S. ports of entry. Increased funding will also facilitate the planned 
consolidation and expansion of the Passenger and Cargo Targeting Centers into one facility. Moreover, 
increased funding will enable CBP to include additional partner government agency personnel at the NTC-P 
such as the U.S. Department of Stale Consular Watch Office, the U.S. Coast Guard Intelligence Coordination 
Center and the U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement Visa Security Unit. CBP is continually reassessing 
our resource needs as we continue to improve our targeting infrastructure and expand our capabilities at the 
NTC-P. 


Passenger Screening 

Question: With Secure Flight now operational, are you confident that both CBP and TSA are in position to 
prevent another Abdulmutallab-like incident from occurring, where a flagged individual was successful in 
boarding a US-bound flight? 

ANSWER: Subsequent to the attempted terrorist bombings of Northwest flight #253 in December 2009, both 
CBP and the Transportation Security Administration (TSA) have taken major steps to mitigate the recurrence of 
a similar situation. CBP created the Pre-Departure targeting program which identifies high-risk passengers and 
other inadmissible aliens in order to prevent them from boarding commercial carriers bound for the United 
Slates from overseas locations that do not have a CBP Immigration Advisory Program (lAP) team presence. In 
partnership with the Department of State, CBP has also initialed recurrent vetting of U.S. visa holders to 
identify adverse changes to a traveler’s admissibility status after they have been issued a U.S. visa. TSA 
launched Enhanced Security Screening initiatives which leverage the coordination between CBP and TSA to 
identify high-risk individuals for additional screening prior to boarding an aircraft bound for the United States. 

Additionally, both CBP and TSA have expanded the number of records used during the watch list matching 
process. CBP has expanded the types of lookout records that are flagged during all of our passenger screening 
and targeting operations. CBP is confident these screening and targeting program enhancements significantly 






272 


improve our ability to prevent another Abdulmutallab-like incident. Specifically, these enhanced programs 
would enable CBP to identify Abdulmutallab as a high-risk, inadmissible alien which would result in CBP 
recommending that the similar passenger not be boarded by the carrier. Similarly, TSA has begun matching 
passenger data against the Expanded Selectee List which allows DHS to better identify passengers who may 
present a potential threat to aviation or national security prior to boarding an aircraft. The Expanded Selectee 
List initiative enables TSA to prescreen air passengers against records in the Terrorist Screening Database 
(TSDB) that contain full name and a complete date of birth, but are not currently included on the No Fly or 
Selectee Lists, thereby addressing one of the prescreening gaps identified since the attempted attack on 
December 25, 2009- 

CBP and TSA continue to reevaluate their passenger targeting operations to ensure that we are both strategic 
and tactical in our approach and are able to respond to emerging threat streams, changing conditions in 
countries of interest, and evolving terrorist methodology. 

Northern Border Security 


Question: Why does the budget request include such a large disparity in funding between the two borders with 
regard to Border Fencing, infrastructure and technology when a recent GAO report stated that terrorists are far 
more likely to enter the United States via Canada than Mexico? What percent of the Northern border does CBP 
control today? 

ANSWER: The northern border operating environment differs greatly from the southwest border and requires 
a different law enforcement and security approach. Partnerships between federal, state, local, and tribal law 
enforcement are critical, and act as force multipliers providing comprehensive awareness of the northern border 
environment. Close cooperation with Canadian law enforcement and security agencies is integral to successful 
security at the northern border. Infrastructure and technology tools are being constructed, developed or 
modified to help more effectively secure the northern border both at and between the ports of entry. CBP 
applies a strategic approach at and between the POEs, in the air, land, and maritime domains. CBP will use this 
strategic approach to deploy the appropriate level of resources to the northern border. 

Under resource-based definitions that served CBP well during its formation of a post-9-1 1 strategy, the 
designated levels of operational status on our Nation’s borders - including the Northern border’s 3,987 linear 
miles - reflects capabilities based on quantities of personnel, technology, infrastructure and force multiplying 
partnerships with other federal, slate, local, tribal and foreign law enforcement agencies, A small percentage of 
the Northern border - 32 miles at the end of FY 2009 (less than 1 percent .0095), reaching 69 miles by the end 
of FY 2010 (almost 2 percent .0173) - were targeted for the highest operational capabilities (commonly referred 
to as “effective control,” “operational control” or simply, “OPCON”) due to attributes present that require 
heavy personnel, technology and infrastructure resources. These areas include tourist attractions like Niagara 
Falls, New York, the Akwesasne Territory Indian Reservation, New York and the Peace Arch Garden in Blaine, 
Washington; channels that freeze in the winter creating ice bridges allowing for new routes of ingress; and 
sensitive areas surrounding less-than 24-hour Ports of Entry. Under the resource-based paradigm, the remaining 
border miles were designated at one of two operational status levels that reflected stepped-down resources: 938 
miles at “monitored” and 2,980 at “low-leve! monitored” by the end of FY 2010. 

The vast majority of Northern Border miles require fewer resources because the volume of illicit, cross-border 
activity is at a significantly lower volume than on the Southwest Border. With the exception of higher-risk 
areas of the Northern Border like the 69 miles mentioned in the above paragraph. lower volume lessens the need 
for immediate response and resolution that more than 1 7,700 Border Patrol agents currently provide along the 
Southwest Border. The Northern Border does, however, require the integration of intelligence and the force- 
multiplying advantage and geoawareness enhancement of partnerships that allow for a consistent ability to 
provide timely response to identified areas at greatest risk for exploitation. 
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CBP is in the process of reframing the meaning and purpose of its operational status levels, including OPCON, 
to more accurately reflect today’s environment(s). OPCON will increasingly be based on building capability in 
a timely manner to be commensurate with level of threat and ultimately risk. As we have strengthened our 
capabilities - due in large part to the post 9-1 1 influx of important personnel, technology and infrastructure 
resources - we now have the platform to efficiently apply and plan for creating conditions along all areas of the 
border such that we can effectively mitigate known risks, which are dynamic and ever changing. This matured 
approach - conserving resources in lower risk environments while buttressing capabilities in other areas where 
greater risks are identified and predicted - offers a clearer, more accurate way to articulate what we mean by 
operational control of the border, namely, risk-based OPCON. 

Risk-based OPCON is a dynamic condition that is neither static nor resourced-based, but instead, is contingent 
upon applying timely operational capability in given border environments commensurate with current risks in 
these areas. Since risks are constantly evolving and migrating to new areas, we must acknowledge that a certain 
amount of risk will likely exist in isolated places along the border. Though we cannot eradicate risk, we meet 
the challenge of risks by matching them with the required mitigation capabilities. Conditions on the Northern 
border dictate a different operational solution and organizational composition than that of the Southwest border. 
When resources and efforts are aligned with known risks, risk-based OPCON is not only practical, but fiscally 
responsible in an era of limited resources. 


Border Violence 


Question: To what extent are arms trafficked from the United States into Mexico being used in violence along 
the border? What more can Congress do to help stop this trade in weapons that is arming the criminal 
organizations in Mexico? 

ANSWER: Border Patrol’s outbound enforcement efforts, to include the interdiction of firearms, at all ports of 
entry are driven by available staffing, infrastructure, and technology. In response to the on-going issues 
pertaining to border violence and firearms smuggling along the Southwest Border (SWB), OFO has established 
outbound operations on a “pulse and surge” basis at its twenty-five land ports of entry, which are composed of 
forty-five crossings into Mexico. These “pulse and surge” operations have been conducted by approximately 
two hundred permanently assigned SWB CBP officers and one hundred sixteen BP agents. Additionally, CBP 
officers have been temporarily detailed over a period of time to Arizona to support the Alliance to Combat 
Transnational Threats (ACTT) operations. The deployment of additional CBP officers to Arizona permits CBP 
to conduct 24/7 outbound operations to mitigate the threat posed by violent criminal enterprises working in 
these area. The Border Patrol supports the outbound enforcement efforts by augmenting OFO operations at the 
port with up to one hundred sixteen agents per day. OFO continues to be the lead on outbound efforts with 
OBP in a support role. 

At the ports of entry (POEs) currently one of the immediate needs is the additional front-line staff requested by 
CBP in the FY 2012 budget request. The 300 additional CBP officers will be assigned to new and expanded 
POEs that were constructed in accordance with CBP’s five-year modernization plan. These additional officers, 
including additional Canine Enforcement teams, will provide much needed assistance to move closer to the 
CBP officer staffing levels necessary at the new and expanded POEs. Without the additional personnel, the 
new POEs will have to be filled by reducing staff at existing locations where staffing is already declining, 
impacting the conduct of enforcement actions and potentially our ability to conduct outbound enforcement. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE Lucille Roybal-Allard 


Commissioner Bersin 

FY 2012 CBP Budget 


CBP Staffing at Airports 

Question: I am concerned that insufficient CBP staffing at many U.S. airports may be impeding the flow of 
travelers and goods. For example, at Los Angeles International Airport (LAX), half of American Airlines' 
international arriving flights are being diverted to another terminal as a result of staffing issues. The carrier has 
apparently offered several different accommodations to CBP in an effort to resolve this customer service and 
operational disruption, but no solution has been reached. Concerns have also been expressed about long lines as 
travelers wait to pass through customs. 

What steps is your agency taking to resolve the situation at LAX? Are you considering adding additional 
staffing resources in response? How is CBP working nationwide to reduce customs processing times while still 
maintaining the highest security standards? 

ANSWER: The decision to process three American flights at the Tom Bradley International Terminal (TBIT), 
instead of Terminal 4 (American’s terminal) was based on CBP LAX’s long standing policy of limiting service 
at satellite terminals (i.e.. Terminal 2, 4, 5 and 7) when there is a gap between arriving flights of two hours or 
more. In such cases, flights are granted landing rights at LAX but are processed at the TBIT, where the 
majority of CBP’s resources reside. This approach ensures the efficient use of CBP resources (i.e.. officers are 
not idle in between arriving flights) while providing service to the traveling public at the least cost to the 
government. 

To address American Airline’s customer service/operationai concerns, CBP LAX has committed to pilot “Fast 
Track” for American Airline’s morning flight (AA 170) at TBIT. The pilot began on March 7, 201 1 and once 
assessed, CBP will determine if it will be expanded to American Airline’s evening flights (AA 182 and 362). 
Under Fast Track, passengers with tight connections are identified and processed at special primary lanes to 
facilitate expeditious processing. Moreover, unlike other carriers that bus passengers to TBIT, American 
Airlines has the infrastructure built into their terminal to escort passengers from Terminal 4 into TBIT via a 
“sterile” tunnel which ensures the integrity of the program. 

CBP will monitor progress at LAX as the pilot mentioned above continues and make recommendations for 
additional changes to include staffing if determined necessary. 

CBP developed the Model Ports Initiative in partnership with industry stakeholders and included goals to 
improve staffing, professionalism, signage, brochures, instructional videos, and technology to expedite trusted 
travelers. The Model Ports pilot program was initiated in 2007 at Washington/Dulles and Houston International 
Airports. The program was officially expanded to the remaining 18 model ports at a kick-off meeting in 
Houston, Texas, on August 26, 2008. The 18 model ports included Los Angeles, Atlanta, Boston, Dallas/Ft. 
Worth, Chicago, Detroit, Ft. Lauderdale, Honolulu, Las Vegas, Miami. Newark, New York (JFK). Orlando, 
Philadelphia, Sanford (FL), San Juan, San Francisco, and Seattle airports. 
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The fully implemented Passenger Service Manager (PSM) program continues to be an important focus of the 
Model Ports Initiative to welcome travelers, provide appropriate assistance, and explain CBP procedures in 
order to minimize wait times. 

In addition, CBP has installed signage at all Model Ports to inform travelers of the CBP mission, pledge to treat 
people with respect, as well as direct travelers regarding where to report and what documents to have ready for 
inspection in order to maximize efficiency. At airports with available space, stanchions and signage was 
provided to implement serpentine queuing systems at the passport primary inspection area to ensure travelers 
are not unnecessarily delayed when complex issues are addressed in one or more inspection booths. 

CBP has also installed the audio and video displays which run the updated CBP 1-2-3 video, the “Welcome to 
the United States” video, and a one minute Global Entry promotional video at all Model Port locations. These 
videos provide a welcome experience to arriving travelers, inform them of CBP procedures to reduce the 
anxieties of the legitimate traveler, and market the Global Entry program to further reduce wait times. Global 
Entry, a CBP trusted traveler program, has recently been expanded to all 20 Model Ports. Global Entry is 
designed to expedite clearance of pre-approved low-risk air travelers entering the United States, This program, 
while maintaining the security of our borders, allows members to use automated kiosks at designated airports to 
bypass the regular Passport Control queues and enter the United States without routine CBP questioning (unless 
chosen for a selective or random secondary referral). 

In order to make meaningful and responsive changes to the arrivals processes where practical, and apply 
resources where needed, CBP selected a contractor to work with CBP, the DBS Private Sector Office, and 
travel industry representatives to develop a traveler satisfaction survey. The survey will benchmark passenger 
satisfaction and CBP professionalism at the 20 Model Ports of Entry. The survey will be conducted in the 
Spring of 2011. 

Working with the U.S. Department of State. CBP improved the Diplomatic arrival processes and has ensured 
that every model airport and terminal has dedicated Diplomatic processing lanes to welcome and expedited the 
entry of foreign dignitaries and diplomats. This represents at least 36 dedicated passport primary lanes at the 
nation’s airports. 


Concerns at the Port of Los Aneeles/Long Beach 

Question: Importers have repeatedly contacted my office with complaints about high fees, long delays and 
poor customer service associated with CBP’s inspections at the Port of LA/Long Beach. 

As a result, at least one seafood shipper in my district is considering sending its products through the Port of 
Houston instead. At a time when businesses in Southern California are suffering, these complaints are 
extremely troubling and I hope that we can work together to address them. 

What can be done to improve CBP’s performance at the Port of LA/Long Beach moving forward? 

ANSWER: Recently, CBP has been reviewing the operations and management at the Port of LA/Long Beach. 
Several individuals, currently part of the management learn, have recently been re-assigned to leverage certain 
skill sets they possess that should better meet the needs of the local importing community there. Additionally, 
we have recently assigned a new permanent Director of Field Operations at the Los Angeles Field Office with 
deep experience with CBP’s cargo processing programs. Regarding seafood, several offices at Headquarters are 
actively involved in monitoring policies that affect these types of importations. Both the Trade Operations 
Division of the Office of Field Operations and the Office of International Trade will continue to review, update, 
communicate and change, if necessary, policies pertaining to examination, detention, sampling, bonding, anti- 
dumping and countervailing duty (AD/CVD) and entry/entry summary of seafood. These offices will continue 
to accept input from both the importing and domestic segments of the seafood industry. Due to the heavy 
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concentration of AD/CVD issues within this industry sector, CBP is required to balance the AD/CVD laws, 
regulations and policies which protect domestic industry while considering their impact on the importing 
community. The headquarters offices previously mentioned have had frequent recent contact with the port on 
all of these issues. 



Thursday, March 10, 2011. 

U.S. COAST GUARD 
WITNESS 

ADMIRAL ROBERT J. PAPP, JR., COMMANDANT, U.S. COAST GUARD 

Opening Statement: Chairman Aderholt 

Mr. Aderholt. The Subcommittee will come to order. And today 
we welcome Admiral Papp, the Commandant of the Coast Guard, 
to what makes his first appearance before the Subcommittee. Ad- 
miral, while I think it is safe to say that you would rather be on 
the sea, we thank you for being here and we look forward to your 
testimony on the Coast Guard’s fiscal year 2012 budget request. 

The Coast Guard is currently in the midst of one of the most 
challenging periods in its 200-year history. On the one hand, the 
Coast Guard has laudably responded to unprecedented operational 
challenges such as the horrific Haitian earthquake and the pro- 
longed BP oil spill. At the same time, the agency is showing real 
signs of stress and fatigue, to include a troubling increase in pre- 
ventible but fatal accidents, higher maintenance costs, more fre- 
quent mechanical casualties aboard aging cutters and aircraft, and 
proposals to significantly scale back operational capabilities, active 
duty military personnel, and critical acquisitions. 

In the wake of these challenges I believe the Coast Guard now 
finds itself at a tipping point between fulfilling its statutory mis- 
sions and the realities of our Nation’s fiscal crisis. 

In fact, during last month’s State of the Coast Guard Address 
you stated: Quote, “We may need to reduce the number and range 
of capabilities we have added since 9/11 until properly resourced, 
and this will be acceptable.” 

Admiral, this statement is disturbing on many levels. It is a 
stark admission that your budget does not sufficiently address your 
mission needs. And perhaps most troubling, it appears as though 
you are limiting the area of your budget that you are examining 
for contraction to only post- 9/11 security capabilities. These are 
concerns that we must candidly discuss here today. 

This brings us to your fiscal year 2012 budget request. Upon first 
glance this budget proposal appears fairly robust and balanced, but 
on closer examination there are requests in this budget that will 
significantly impact current operations and Coast Guard features. 

First, despite your assertions that the Coast Guard must recon- 
sider its mission priorities, your budget and its 5-year projection 
continues to support a mission needs assessment that was last up- 
dated in 2004. 

Second, your budget proposes more than $140 million in so-called 
efficiencies, administrative savings, and support reductions that 
are not clearly defined. Considering the fact that the Coast Guard 

( 277 ) 
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claimed just last month that it needed a budget adjustment of $107 
million for operations just to make ends meet and complete the 
current year, we need the details behind these seemingly arbitrary 
reductions. 

Third, the Office of Management and Budget is delaying the fifth 
National Security Cutter by forcing you to fund closeout activities 
before you can award a contract for the cutter production this year. 
As a result of requesting funds for activities that will not occur for 
several years, an even greater strain will be placed upon your anti- 
quated High Endurance Cutters and the cost and schedule of the 
National Security Cutter will grow. 

And finally, you budget proposes to decommission one of the two 
heavy icebreakers and further study the needs for polar capabilities 
rather than confront the budget realities of what are known mis- 
sion needs. 

Admiral, at a time when the threats facing our Nation are as 
grave as they have ever been and our deficit spending is out of con- 
trol, the first thing we need is truth in budgeting that gets our se- 
curity priorities right. So the immediate and long-term impact of 
your budget request and how it supports our mission requirements 
are what we need to better understand here in this hearing this 
afternoon. 

Admiral, we know that you have a tough job. That is precisely 
why we are relying on you to explain how this budget moves the 
Coast Guard forward and does so in a way that is fiscally respon- 
sible and appropriately justified. 

Before I turn to the Admiral for his statement, let me recognize 
the distinguished ranking member, Mr. Price, of this Subcommittee 
for any remarks he may wish to make. 

[The information follows:] 
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The Honorable Robert Aderholt 
Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security 

Opening Statement: 

Coast Guard FY 2012 Budget Request 

Witness: 

Admiral Robert Papp, Commandant 
2:00 PM I Thursday | March 10, 2011 1 2359 RHOB 


Subcommittee will come to order [ gentle strike of gavel ] - 


Today, we welcome Admiral Papp, the Commandant of the Coast 
Guard, to what marks his very first appearance before our Subcommittee. 

Admiral, while I think we all know you’d rather be at sea right now, 
we thank you for being here and look forward to hearing your testimony 
on the Coast Guard’s FY12 budget request. 


The Coast Guard is currently in the midst of one of the most 
challenging periods of its 220-year history. 

On one hand, the Coast Guard has laudably responded to 
unprecedented operational challenges such as the horrific Haitian 
earthquake and the prolonged BP oil spill. 
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But, at the same time, the agency is showing real signs of stress and 
fatigue to include: a troubling increase in preventable, but fatal accidents; 
higher maintenance costs; more frequent mechanical casualties aboard 
aging cutters and aircraft; and proposals to significantly scale back 
operational capabilities, active duty military personnel, and critical 
acquisitions. 

In the wake of these challenges, I believe the Coast Guard now finds 
itself at a tipping point between fulfilling its statutory missions and the 
realities of our Nation’s fiscal crisis. 

In fact, during last month’s State of the Coast Guard address, you stated, 
“We may need to reduce the number and range of capabilities we’ve added 
since 9/11, until properly resourced, and this will be acceptable.,..’’ 

Admiral, this statement is disturbing on many levels — 

=> It is a stark admission that your budget does not sufficiently address 
your mission needs. 

=> And, perhaps most troubling, it appears as though you are limiting 
the areas of your budget that you are examining for contraction to 
only post-9/1 1 security capabilities. 

These are concerns we must candidly discuss here today. 


2 
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This brings us to your FY12 budget request. Upon first glance, this 
budget proposal appears fairly robust and balanced. But, upon closer 
examination, there are aspects to this budget that will significantly impact 
current operations and the Coast Guard’s future. 

First, despite your assertions that the Coast Guard must reconsider 
its mission priorities, your budget and its five-year projections continue to 
support a mission needs assessment that was last updated in 2004. 

Second, your budget proposes more than $140 million dollars in so- 
called “efficiencies”, “administrative savings”, and “support reductions” 
that are not clearly defined. Considering the fact that the Coast Guard 
claimed just last month that it needed a budget adjustment of $107 million 
dollars for operations just to make ends meet and complete the current 
year, we need the details behind these seemingly arbitrary reductions. 

Third, the Office of Management and Budget is delaying the fifth 
National Security Cutter by forcing you to fund close-out activities before 
you can award a contract for the cutter’s production this year. As a result 
of requesting funds for activities that will not occur for several years, an 
even greater strain will be placed upon your antiquated High Endurance 
Cutters and the cost and schedule of the National Security Cutter will grow. 
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And finally, your budget proposes to decommission one of the two 
heavy icebreakers and further study the need for polar capabilities rather 
than confront the budget realities of what are known mission needs. 

Admiral, at a time when the threats facing our Nation are as grave 
as they have ever been and our deficit spending is out of control, the first 
thing we need is truth-in-budgeting that gets our security priorities right. 
So, the immediate and long-term impacts of your budget request, and 
how it supports mission requirements, are what we need to better 
understand here today. 


Admiral, we know you have a tough job - that is precisely why we 
are relying upon you to explain how this budget moves the Coast Guard 
forward and does so in a way that is fiscally responsible and 
appropriately j ustified. 

Before I turn to the Admiral for his statement, let me recognize the 
distinguished Ranking Member of this Subcommittee for any remarks he 
wishes to make. 


### 
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Opening Statement: Chairman Price 

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Admiral, welcome to the 
Subcommittee. You assumed the Commandant’s position just over 
8 months ago and we are pleased to welcome you here today for 
your first hearing, before us anyway, on the Coast Guard’s 2012 
budget request. 

Over the past year, the Coast Guard has operated in a number 
of challenging environments: From the earthquake in Haiti, where 
you assisted in both humanitarian efforts and port restoration, to 
the unprecedented Deepwater Horizon oil rig explosion and cleanup 
where over 3,000 of your personnel recovered more than 34 million 
gallons of oil-water mix and performed controlled burns to remove 
more than 11 million gallons of oil to protect our shorelines. Those 
were impressive feats, and I commend all of the men and women 
of the Coast Guard for your efforts. 

While there have been these high notes, the Coast Guard has 
also experienced some unfortunate events. Over the past 2 years 
the Coast Guard has had too many accidents. I know you agree. 
Accidents that resulted in the tragic loss of 14 aviators and a Ma- 
rine Safety and Security Team member. This accident rate is un- 
precedented, and I know you are working hard to rectify it. You 
have required aviation standdowns to review safety operations and 
have implemented recommendations from these assessments. We 
hope and pray that these efforts pay off and we can avoid these 
type of mishaps during the remainder of 2011 and through the next 
fiscal year. 
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In total, the administration is requesting $8,677 billion in discre- 
tionary resources for the Coast Guard in fiscal 2010. This level is 
about 2 percent, or $135.5 million, above the 2010 enacted level. I 
am pleased to note that this request does not include some ele- 
ments with which this Subcommittee disagreed last year: Signifi- 
cant reductions in manpower, for example, or accelerated decom- 
missioning of planes and ships without the timely acquisition of 
new ones to replace them. 

Admiral, your State of the Coast Guard Address of February 
10th gave advanced notice of key aspects of your 2012 budget re- 
quest. You emphasized recapitalizing and building capacity as well 
as crisis response and management capabilities. You are requesting 
$1.4 billion to rebuild your aviation and cutter assets so that you 
can replace aging and unreliable assets. The budget also includes 
a substantial increase in shore facilities to accommodate these new 
assets as they come online. There is $22.2 million to hire new per- 
sonnel to enhance your agency’s ability to prevent disasters in the 
Nation’s waters and respond to them when they occur. And the 
budget includes $39 million for the polar ice breaking program, an 
activity that was recently transferred from the National Science 
Foundation to the Coast Guard. 

At the same time the Coast Guard, like every Homeland Security 
agency, has been asked to be good stewards of taxpayer dollars and 
to find savings where possible. This budget includes approximately 
$130 million in savings from management efficiencies, administra- 
tive services, and the decommissioning of aging assets that will be 
replaced by 2012. 

I understand that these reductions will in no way jeopardize your 
ability to update your ships, planes, boats and shore facilities so 
the Coast Guard can continue to perform its mission unimpeded. 
We will count on you to let the Subcommittee know if this is not 
the case. 

We hold the men and women of the Coast Guard in the highest 
regard on this Subcommittee. To paraphrase your statement in the 
Coast Guard address: You protect citizens from the sea, you protect 
America from threats delivered by the sea, and you protect the sea 
itself All are distinct missions yet interrelated and critically impor- 
tant. 

Our job here today and through the appropriations process is to 
ensure that your budget adequately resources the Coast Guard to 
fulfill these missions. At the same time it is important to note that 
no program or account is off limits to scrutiny. I know you share 
that point of view. Admiral, and I look forward to working with you 
again this year. 

[The information follows:] 
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Opening Statement by Ranking Member Price 
Coast Guard Fiscal Year 201 2 Budget Hearing 
March 10, 2011 


Admiral Papp, you assumed the Commandant’s position just over 8 
months ago, and we are pleased to welcome you today before this 
Subcommittee for your first hearing on the Coast Guard’s fiscal year 2012 
budget request. Over the past year, the Coast Guard has operated in a 
number of challenging environments, from the earthquake in Haiti, where 
you assisted in both humanitarian efforts and port restoration, to the 
unprecedented Deepwater Horizon oil rig explosion and clean-up, where 
over 3,000 of your personnel recovered more than 34 million gallons of oil- 
water mix and performed controlled bums to remove more than 1 1 million 
gallons of oil to protect our shorelines. Both were impressive feats, and I 
commend all the men and women of the Coast Guard for their efforts. 

While there have been some high notes, the Coast Guard has also 
experienced some unfortunate events. Over the past two years, the Coast 
Guard has had too many accidents, which have resulted in the tragic loss 
of fourteen aviators and a Marine Safety and Security Team member. This 
accident rate is unprecedented, and I know you have been working hard to 
rectify it. You've required aviation “stand downs" to review safety 
operations and have implemented recommendations from these 
assessments. We hope and pray that these efforts pay off and that we can 
avoid these types of mishaps during the remainder of 201 1 and through 
2012. 


I 
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In total, the Administration is requesting $8,677 billion in discretionary 
resources for the Coast Guard in fiscal year 2012. This level is about 2 
percent, or $135.5 million, above the 2010 enacted level. I am pleased to 
note that this request does not include elements with which this 
Subcommittee disagreed last year: significant reductions in manpower, for 
example, or accelerated decommissioning of older ships and planes 
without the timely acquisition of new ones to replace them. 

Admiral Papp, your State of the Coast Guard Address of February 
10*'^ gave advance notice of key aspects of your 2012 budget request. You 
emphasized recapitalizing and building capacity as well as crisis response 
and management capabilities. You’re requesting $1.4 billion to rebuild your 
aviation and cutter assets so that you can replace aged and unreliable 
assets. The budget also includes a substantial increase in shore facilities 
to accommodate these new assets as they come on line. There's $22.2 
million to hire new personnel to enhance your agency’s ability to prevent 
disasters on the Nation’s waters and respond to them when they occur. 

And the budget includes $39 million for the polar icebreaking program, an 
activity that was recently transferred from the National Science Foundation 
to the Coast Guard. 

At the same time, the Coast Guard, like every DHS agency, has been 
asked to be good stewards of the taxpayers' dollars and to find savings 
where possible. This budget includes approximately $130 million in 
savings, from management efficiencies, administrative services, and the 
decommissioning of aging assets that will be replaced in 2012. I 
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understand that these reductions will in no way jeopardize your ability to 
update your ships, planes, boats, and shore facilities so that the Coast 
Guard can continue to perform its missions unimpeded. Please let this 
Subcommittee know if this is not the case. 

We hold the men and women of the Coast Guard in the highest 
regard on this Subcommittee. To paraphrase your State of the Coast 
Guard Address, you protect citizens from the sea, you protect America from 
threats delivered by sea, and you protect the sea itself. All are distinct 
missions, yet interrelated and critically important. Our job here today and 
through the appropriations process is to ensure that your budget 
adequately resources the Coast Guard to fulfill these missions. At the 
same time, it’s important to note that no program or account will be off 
limits to scrutiny. Admiral Papp, I have no doubt that you share this point of 
view, and I look forward to working with you this year. 


3 
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OPENING STATEMENT: ADMIRAL PAPP 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you, Mr. Price. Admiral Papp, we look for- 
ward to hearing your testimony. 

Admiral Papp. Good afternoon, Mr. Chairman and Ranking 
Member Price. Sir, you are absolutely right. I would rather be at 
sea, but I got about 14 years of my career where I was able to do 
that, and as an old sailor on a day like today when it is rainy and 
cold outside, I welcome the opportunity to be inside the room. But 
more than anything else, I am privileged to be here so that I can 
try to provide that support that the people who are currently sail- 
ing out there and protecting our shores desperately need. 

Over the past year Americans have seen the Coast Guard in ac- 
tion like never before: In January, responding to the devastating 
earthquake in Haiti and in April responding to the Deepwater Ho- 
rizon oil rig explosion and oil spill. These responses received a lot 
of attention and rightly so. But all the while, thousands of Coast 
Guard men and women were also performing our many other chal- 
lenging and persistent maritime missions. 

This past week is typical. The Coast Guard Vessel Traffic Service 
in Sault Ste. Marie, Michigan, which is on the St. Mary’s River in 
Michigan, or what local mariners call Sault Traffic, celebrated its 
115th year of operation. Last year, Sault Traffic helped 61,500 ves- 
sels to safely carry over 70 million tons of cargo with a value of 
over $3 billion. And our Coast Guard ice breakers are up there now 
enabling the flow of cargoes like iron ore and coal from the fields 
of Minnesota being shipped to the steel mills in Indiana and Ohio, 
cargo that is critical to American jobs and to our economy. 

Just last week as well, eight members of a Coast Guard Mari- 
time Safety and Security Team from San Diego returned home 
from a 4-month deployment in the Gulf of Aden in support of our 
joint task force anti-piracy mission. The Coast Guard has been 
training boarding teams to board U.S. Navy ships and conducted 
three high-risk boardings of suspected pirate vessels. Also, last 
week in the Gulf of Mexico, Coast Guard air and cutter crews from 
Mobile, New Orleans, and Morgan City rescued oil workers from 
their platform when it caught fire and then monitored for pollution. 

The 39-year-old cutter Midget, actually the youngest of our High 
Endurance Cutters, returned from a counter-drug patrol in the 
eastern Pacific, where the patrol detected and intercepted a self- 
propelled semi-submersible vessel disrupting 2 tons of cocaine and 
containing two suspected smugglers. 

In the Straits of Florida, the cutter Ocracoke repatriated 14 
Cuban migrants after they were interdicted along with two sus- 
pected smugglers from a small vessel just north of Cuba. And the 
cutters Bear and Kodiak Island rescued and interdicted 87 Cuban 
migrants who were bound for Miami and 6 brave lieutenants and 
their crews onboard. Six Coast Guard patrol boats in the northern 
Arabian Gulf continue to serve our country and provide for the se- 
curity of the country of Iraq working for the Central Command. 

These missions protect U.S. national interests. They are missions 
that not only the Coast Guard has the authorities, competencies 
and capabilities to do, but no one else can do them. Our Homeland 
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is safer and more secure because Coast Guard men and women 
perform them so ably. 

What concerns me is that our aging fleet of cutters and aircraft 
continue to cost us both in dollars and in mission performance. It 
is vital that we protect our waterways by sustaining frontline oper- 
ations while continuing to recapitalize our fleet. 

So as you noted, I reported in my State of the Coast Guard Ad- 
dress our service is ready to meet mission demands, but we are fac- 
ing many challenges. Our fiscal year 2012 budget request responds 
to these challenges. Given current fiscal realities, I have directed 
management efficiencies and targeted reductions in administrative 
costs and professional services totaling over $100 million. We will 
reinvest these savings in frontline operations. And my priorities for 
this budget are: first, to sustain our frontline operations; second, to 
rebuild the Coast Guard; third, to enhance maritime incident pre- 
vention and response; and then last, to support our military fami- 
lies. 

Now, in sustaining our frontline operations, the fiscal year 2012 
budget requests roughly $200 million over either the President’s re- 
quest for 2011 or the continuing resolution. It funds the military 
pay raise and increases in other benefits, which enable our service 
to continue to maintain and attract highly competent people. It also 
provides operating funds for the new National Security Cutter, new 
patrol boats, new response boats, new maritime patrol aircraft, and 
support for our obsolete polar ice breakers. And it increases depot- 
level funding to sustain our aging fleet of ships and aircraft. 

In terms of rebuilding the Coast Guard, my second priority, we 
are requesting over $1.4 billion for our ongoing recapitalization ef- 
fort, an effort that has already begun to show operational impact. 

As an example, during her first patrol, the National Security 
Cutter Bertholf interdicted 12,500 kilograms of cocaine with a 
street value of nearly $400 million and detained nine suspected 
drug smugglers. Last week, one of our new Maritime Patrol Air- 
craft, the Ocean Sentry, was instrumental in disrupting two drug 
smuggling events in the Strait of Florida and then diverted to as- 
sist a vessel that was taking on water, all in a single patrol, and 
was able to do that because it has twice the duration of flight over 
the aircraft that it is replacing and carries a modern sensor pack- 
age. 

New assets like the National Security Cutter and the Maritime 
Patrol Aircraft enhance our ability to keep drugs from reaching our 
shores and literally save lives. 

In terms of enhancing maritime incident prevention and re- 
sponse, it is vital that we ensure the safe and efficient flow of mari- 
time commerce, protect our national resources, and effectively man- 
age incidents when they occur. The 2012 budget does this by im- 
proving the capacity and competency of our work force. $10.7 mil- 
lion is allocated for the hiring of additional marine inspectors, in- 
vestigators, and fishing vessel safety examiners, and $11.5 million 
is provided to fund a new national Incident Management Assist 
Team (IMAT). The IMAT will assist in day-to-day missions and re- 
spond to large-scale events such as spills of national significance, 
hurricanes, or other disasters. 
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Then finally, supporting military families. You can’t have a 
strong military workforce without healthy families, and this budget 
puts us on track to receive needed housing construction monies and 
funds that will begin to close the child care gap that we find com- 
pared to the Department of Defense. 

In conclusion, for over 220 years the Coast Guard has provided 
for the safety and security of American citizens and our ports and 
waterways. As the lead maritime component of the Department of 
Homeland Security, the fiscal year 2012 budget will ensure that 
the Coast Guard is able to continue to perform our vital maritime 
missions. 

Thank you for the opportunity to testify today, and I look for- 
ward to your questions, sir. 

[The statement of Admiral Papp follows:] 
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INTRODUCTION 

Good morning Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the Committee. Thank you for the 
continuing support you have shown to the men and women of the United States Coast Guard. 
Most recently, your support in passage of the Coast Guard Authorization Act of 20 1 0 provided 
the Coast Guard with improved acquisition oversight, enhanced workforce expertise and 
partnerships, and the ability to move forward with key modernization initiatives to enhance 
mission execution. 

I am here today to discuss the Coast Guard’s Fiscal Year (FY) 2012 Budget Request. Before I 
discuss the details of the request, I would like to take this opportunity to discuss the Coast 
Guard’s value and role, some of our recent operations, including our recent response to the BP 
Deepwater Florizon Oil Spill, and the current budget environment. 

For more than 220 years, the U.S. Coast Guard has safeguarded the Nation’s maritime interests 
and natural resources on our rivers and ports, in the littoral regions, on the high seas, and around 
the world. The Coast Guard saves those in peril and protects the Nation’s maritime border, 
marine transportation system, natural resources, and the environment. Over the past year. Coast 
Guard men and women - active duty, reserve, civilian and auxiliarists alike - continued to 
deliver premier service to the public. They saved over four thousand lives, protected our borders 
by stopping the flow of drugs and illegal migrants, and performed admirably in response to the 
largest spill in our nation’s history - the Deepwater Horizon oil spill. 

How does the Coast Guard operating model serve our public? The Coast Guard is an adaptable, 
responsive, military force of maritime professionals whose broad legal authorities, assets, 
geographic diversity, and expansive partnerships provide a persistent presence in the inland 
waters, ports, coastal regions, and far offshore areas of operations. This presence, coupled with 
over 220 years of experience as the Nation’s maritime first responder, provides our Nation with 
tremendous value in service to the public. 
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The Coast Guard’s value and role: 

• We protect those on the sea: leading responses to maritime disasters and threats, 
ensuring a safe and secure maritime transportation system, preventing incidents, and 
rescuing those in distress. 

• We protect America from threats delivered 
by sea: enforcing laws and treaties, securing 
our ocean resources, and ensuring the 
integrity of our maritime domain from illegal 
activity. 

• We protect the sea itself: regulating 
hazardous cargo transportation, holding 
responsible parties accountable for 
environmental damage and cleanup, and 
protecting living marine and natural 
resources. 


The Coast Guard, working through DHS, led the 
Administration’s response to the BP Deepwater 
Horizon oil spill, the first-ever Spill of National 
Significance, leveraging resources from across the 
country and around the world. The Coast Guard 
was the first agency on scene the night the Mobile Offshore Drilling Unit (MODU) Deepwater 
Horizon exploded, searching for those in distress and providing Federal on-scene presence. 
During the response, the Coast Guard worked closely with our Federal partners and industry to 
leverage resources where needed while carrying out our other missions throughout the world. 
From nearly every comer of the country the Coast Guard surged over 7,000 people, including 
members of the Coast Guard Reserve and Auxiliary, to support the response. Coast Guard 
members served in cutters and boats, in fixed and rotary-wing aircraft, and in the shore-side 
incident command system. The Coast Guard’s adaptive operational model allowed for the: 

• Integration of government and industry to contain the spill, recover more than 34.7 
million gallons of oil-water mix, and perform controlled bums to remove more than 1 1 
million gallons of oil from open water to protect the shoreline and wildlife. 

• Deployment of 46 cutters and 22 aircraft. Surface assets included Medium Endurance 
Cutters (210-ft and 270-ft), Sea-going and Coastal Buoy Tenders (225-ft and 175-ft), Ice 
Breaking Tugs (140-ft) and Patrol Boats (1 79-ft, 1 10-ft and 87-ft). Air assets included 
Long and Medium-range Surveillance Aircraft (HC-BO and HC-144A) and Short and 
Medium Range helicopters (HH-60 and HH-65). 

While 2010 was another exceptional “operational year” by any standard, these operations further 
stressed existing aged and obsolete cutters, boats, aircraft and support infrastmeture that are in 
dire need of recapitalization. Furthermore, these extended surge operations strained w'orkforce 
readiness due to increased op-tempo and deferred training. Even in the current fiscal 
environment where resources are scarce, we must continue to rebuild the Coast Guard, support 



Fire boat response crews battle the blazing 
remnants of the offshore oil rig Deepwater 
Horizon. A Coast Guard MH-65C dolphin 
rescue helicopter and crew document the fire 
while searching for survivors on April 21. 2010. 


2 




293 


front-line operations, invest in our people and families, and enhance maritime incident 
prevention and response capabilities to meet mission demands and ensure resiliency in the 
maritime domain. 


FY 2012 REQUEST 


In Fiscal Year 2012, the Coast Guard will focus resources to advance strategic priorities. 
Through tough decisions and resource trade-offs, the Coast Guard’s FY 2012 budget leverages 
savings generated through management efficiencies and offsets, and allocates funding toward 
higher order needs to support front-line operations. These offsets and reductions supported 
implementation of the following FY 2012 budget priorities: 


® Rebuild the Coast Guard 
® Sustain Front-line Operations 
® Enhance Maritime Incident Prevention and Response 
® Support Military Families 

Highlights from our request are included in Appendix I. 

Rebuild the Coast Guard 

The Coast Guard’s FY 2012 budget requests $1.4 billion to 
continue recapitalization of cutters; boats; aircraft; Command, 

Control, Communications, Computers, Intelligence, 

Surveillance, and Reconnaissance (C4ISR) systems; and 
infrastructure to improve mission readiness by replacing aged, 
obsolete, and unreliable assets. The FY 2012 budget requests 
funding for 40 Response Boats and six Fast Response Cutters, 
as well as a sizable investment in the renovation and 
restoration of shore facilities. This budget also provides resources to ensure that the Coast 
Guard’s aviation fleet is mission-ready through the acquisition of two Maritime Patrol Aircraft, 
one HH-60 helicopter, and conversion and sustainment projects of multiple aircraft. Investment 
in Coast Guard recapitalization is essential to mission execution. 



The replacement for the IW-ft 
Island Class Patrol Boat - the Fast 
Response Cutter (FRC) - is under . 
construction at Bollinger 
Shipyards in Lockport, Louisiana. 


Sustain Front-line Operations 

To ensure the Coast Guard is able to meet the needs of the Nation, the FY 2012 budget balances 
resources between investments in capital assets, initiatives to sustain front-line operations, and 
measures to enhance mission execution. The FY 2012 budget reque.sts $67.7 million to operate 
new assets delivered through asset recapitalization programs and provides funding to support 
personnel and in-service assets. Moreover, funding is included to operate CGC HEALY and 
support the operational reactivation of CGC POLAR STAR. The Coast Guard plans to 
decommission CGC POLAR SEA in FY 2011 and transition her crew to CGC POLAR STAR, 
enabling orderly transition to CGC POLAR STAR and facilitating her return to operations in FY 
2013. 


3 



294 


Enhance Maritime Incident Prevention and Response 

Coast Guard Marine Safety and Environmental Response personnel promote safe and efficient 
travel, facilitate the flow of commerce in the maritime domain, and protect our natural resources. 
The FY 2012 budget requests $22.2 million to advance implementation of the Coast Guard’s 
Marine Safety Performance Plan and Marine Environmental Response Mission Performance 
Plan. During the response to the Deepwater Horizon oil spill, Coast Guard incident responders 
established and executed the Incident Command System to lead an effective, unified effort. The 
Coast Guard will enhance these core competencies in FY 2012 to keep pace with an ever- 
growing and evolving maritime industry and ensure continued proactive leadership to prevent 
disasters on the Nation’s waters and remain ready to respond if they occur. Additionally, 
funding requested in the FY 2012 budget will assist in meeting Coast Guard Authorization Act 
of 2010 requirements regarding dockside examinations by adding examiners to improve fishing 
vessel safety. 

Support Military Families 

The Administration is committed to improving the quality of life for military members and their 
families. The health and welfare of families is the heart of operational readiness. The FY 2012 
budget includes $29.3 million to address critical housing shortfalls and improve access to 
affordable, quality childcare. These initiatives will ensure Coast Guard members are Semper 
Paratus for all hazards and all threats. 

CONCLUSION 

The demands on the Coast Guard remain high. As we have for over 220 years, we remain ready 
to meet the Nation’s many maritime needs supported by the FY 2012 request. We will always 
fulfill our duties and obligations to the American people, true to “Semper Paratus, Always 
Ready.” I request your full support for the President’s FY 2012 request. Again, thank you for 
the opportunity to testify before you today. I am pleased to answer your questions. 
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Appendix I - FISCAL YEAR 2012 BUDGET REQUEST 

REBUILD THE COAST GUARD 


Surface Assets 
$642M (0 FTE) 

The budget provides $642 million for surface asset recapitalization and sustainment initiatives, 
including: 

o National Security Cutter (NSC) -Fully funds NSC-5 (anticipates $615 million 
provided for NSC-5 in 2011). The NSC is replacing the High Endurance Class, 
o Offshore Patrol Cutter (OPC) - Sustains initial acquisition work and design of the 
OPC. The OPC will replace the Medium Endurance Cutter class to conduct missions on 
the high seas and coastal approaches. 

o Fast Response Cutter (FRC) - Provides production funding for six FRCs to replace the 
1 10-ft Island Class Patrol Boat. 

o Response-Boat Medium (RB-M) - Provides production funding for 40 boats, 
o Medium Endurance Cutter (MEC) - Provides for operational enhancement of five 
MECs at the Coast Guard Yard through the Mission Effectiveness Program. 

Air Assets 
$289.9M (0 PTE) 

The budget provides $289.9 million for the following air asset recapitalization or enhancement 
initiatives, including: 

o MH-60T - Replaces one Jayhawk lost in an operational crash in 20 1 0. 
o HC-144 - Funds production of two Maritime Patrol Aircraft and procurement of up to 
five Mission System Pallets and associated spare parts to complete outfitting of the fleet, 
o HH-60 - Funds service life extension and component upgrades for eight aircraft, 
o HH-65 - Funds sustainment of key components. 

o HC-130H - Funds Avionics Upgrade and Center Wing Box (CWB) replacements. 

Asset Recapitalization - Other 
S166.1M (0 FTE) 

The budget provides $166.1 million for the following equipment and services: 

o Command, Control, Communications, Computers, Intelligence, Surveillance, and 
Reconnaissance (C4ISR) - Deploys standardized C4ISR capability to newly fielded 
NSCs and MPAs, and develops C4ISR capability for the OPC. Interoperable and 
integrated C4ISR is essential to the efficient and effective operation of these assets, 
o CG-Logistics Information Management System (CG-LIMS) - Continues 

development and prototype deployment to Coast Guard operational assets and support 
facilities. 
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o Rescue 21 - Completes deployment at Sectors Lake Michigan, San Juan, PR, Honolulu, 
HI, Guam; and continues replacement of legacy VHP systems in the Western Rivers, 
o Interagency Operations Center (IOC) - Deploys Watchkeeper Information Sharing 
capability to three IOC locations. Commences deployment of the sensor management 
capability; resulting in improved capability to see, understand, and share tactical 
information critical to security and interagency coordination in vulnerable ports and 
coastal areas. 

Shore Units and Aids to Navigation (ATON) 

S193.7M (0 FTE) 

The budget provides $193.7 million to recapitalize shore infrastructure for safe, functional and 
modem shore facilities that effectively support Coast Guard assets and personnel: 

o Cape May, NJ - Replaces a condemned pier critical to execution of patrol boat missions, 
o Corpus Christi, TX - Implements Sector/Air Station Corpus Christi consolidation in 
order to properly hangar, maintain, and operate MPA and and enhance mission 
effectiveness. 

o Chase Hall Barracks, New London, CT - Continues renovations at the Coast Guard 
Academy by modernizing cadet barracks. 

o Commences construction of the #3-6 PRC homeports, C4ISR training facility, and 
continues modifications to Air Station Miami to accommodate new MPA. 
o Station Memensha Boathouse, Chilmark, MA - Replaces the boathouse destroyed by a 
fire in July 2010 essential to supporting coastal law enforcement, security and safety 
operations. 

o TRACEN Petaluma, CA Wastewater Treatment Plant - Recapitalizes and expands the 
capability of the Wastewater Treatment Plant to ensure compliance with environmental 
regulations. 

0 Station Pairport, Ohio - Recapitalizes multi-mission boat station, originally constructed 
in 1918, to facilitate current-day operations. 

o ATON Infrastructure -Improves short-range aids and infrastructure to promote the safety 
of maritime transportation. 

Personnel and Management 
$H0.2M (794 FTE) 

The budget provides $1 10.2 million to provide pay and benefits for the Coast Guard’s 
acquisition workforce. The budget includes additional resources to support the government-wide 
Acquisition Workforce Initiative to bolster the professional development and capacity of the 
acquisition workforce. 
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SUSTAIN FRONT-LINE OPERATIONS 


Pay & Allowances 
S66.IM (0 FTE) 

The budget provides $66.1 million to maintain parity of military pay, allowances, and health care 
with the Department of Defense (DOD). As a branch of the Armed Forces of the United States, 
the Coast Guard is subject to the provisions of the National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA), 
which includes pay and personnel benefits for the military workforce. 

Annualization of Fiscal Year 2011 
S53.9M (194 FTE) 

The budget provides $53.9 million to continue new initiatives begun in the prior year, including 
increased counternarcotics enforcement through enhanced Law Enforcement Detachment 
(LEDET) capacity and follow-on funding for new assets (e.g., NSC, FRC, MPA, etc.). 

Surface and Air Asset Follow-on 
$50.8M (220 FTE) 

The budget provides a total of $50.8 million to fund operations and maintenance of cutters, 
boats, aircraft, and associated subsystems delivered through major cutter, aircraft, and associated 
C41SR acquisition efforts. Funding is requested for the following assets; 
o RB-M-Funding for maintenance, repair and operational costs, 
o FRC - Operating and maintenance funding for FRCs #6-8 and funding for crews #9-10. 
These assets will be homeported in Miami and Key West, FL. Funding is also requested 
for shore-side maintenance personnel needed to support FRCs. 
o NSC - Signals Intelligence Capability follow-on and Crew Rotational Concept 
implementation for three NSCs located in Alameda, CA. 
o HC-I44A MPA -Operating and maintenance funding for aircraft #14; support and 
maintenance of Mission System Pallets 1-12. 
o C4ISR Follow-on - Funding to maintain more than 200 C41SR systems deployed and 
delivered by the Coast Guard C4ISR Program, 
o Flelicopter Systems - Funding to operate and maintain communications and sensor 
systems for HH-60 and FIH-65 helicopters. 

o Asset Training System Engineering Personnel - Funding to support NSC and FRC 
training requirements at Training Center Yorktown. 

Polar Icebreaking Program 
$39M (180 FTE) 

The budget requests $39 million in polar icebreaking budget authority. Funding will support the 
operation and maintenance of CGC HEALY and prepare for the operational reactivation of CGC 
POLAR STAR. The Coast Guard plans to decommission CGC POLAR SEA in FY 201 1 and 
transition her crew to CGC POLAR STAR, enabling efficient transition to CGC POLAR STAR 
and facilitating her return to operations in FY 2013. 
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Critical Depot Level Maintenance 
$28.7M (0 FTE) 
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The budget provides $28.7 million for critical depot level maintenance and asset sustainment for 
vessels, aircraft, and shore infrastructure. Funding will increase support levels for the 140-, 175-, 
and 225-foot classes of cutters, restore aircraft spare parts and provide sustainment for aging 
shore infrastructure. 

Distress Alerting Satellite System (DASS) 

$6.3M (1 FTE) 

The budget provides $6.3 million to begin replacement of the Search and Rescue Satellite Aided 
Tracking (SARSAT) system with the Distress Alerting Satellite System (DASS). This multi- 
agency partnership also includes the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA), 
the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), the U.S. Air Force (USAF). 
Recapitalization of the SARSAT system beginning in FY 2012 is critical to ensure no loss of 
coverage in distress notification and life saving response during the planned deactivation of the 
legacy SARSAT system. 

Coast Guard Network Security 
$8.6M (0 FTE) 

The budget provides funding for the Coast Guard to transition from its commercially provided 
Internet Access Points (lAPs) to DOD lAPs via the Defense Information Systems Agency 
(DISA) to ensure security of vital networks and meet cyber security requirements. 

ENHANCE MARITIME INCIDENT PREVENTION AND RESPONSE 


Marine Safety Enhancement 
S10.7M (53 FTE) 

The budget provides $10.7 million and 105 personnel to implement the next segment of the 
Marine Safety Performance Plan by investing in Marine Safety Inspectors, Investigators, and 
Fishing Vessel Safety Examiners at Coast Guard Sectors, This initiative furthers the Coast 
Guard’s efforts to achieve an appropriate mix of military and civilian personnel with the 
necessary skill-sets and experience to perform Marine Safety inspections and investigations. 

Marine Environmental Response Enhancement 
$11.5M (44 ETE) 

The budget provides $1 1.5 million and 87 personnel to enhance Marine Environmental Response 
(MER) capacity. This initiative supports the Marine Environmental Protection Mission by 
providing funding for an MER Incident Management and Assist Team (IMAT) and increasing 
technical expertise and strengthening MER career paths at Coast Guard Sectors and Strike 
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Teams. The request is the initial investment in the Coast Guard’s initiative to improve mission 
performance in accordance with the MER Mission Performance Plan. 

SUPPORT MILITARY FAMILIES 

Child Development Services 
$9.3M (6 FTE) 

The budget provides $9.3 million to increase access to child care services for Coast Guard 
families with dependents under the age of 1 2, better aligning the Coast Guard with the 
Department of Defense (DOD) child care standards. Additionally, this request funds 12 new 
positions critical to ensuring continued accreditation of the Coast Guard’s nine child 
development centers by the National Association for the Education of Young Children. 

Military Housing 
$20.0M (0 FTE) 

The budget provides $20.0 million to build family housing units at Sector Columbia River and 
recapitalize the Air Station Cape Cod Unaccompanied Personnel Housing, the highest priority 
housing projects, critical to the well-being of military personnel and their families assigned to 
these geographic regions. 

DECOMMISSIONINGS. EFFICIENCIES. AND SAVINGS 


High Endurance Cutter Decommissioning 
-$6.7M (-92 FTE) 

As part of its long-term recapitalization plan, the Coast Guard is decommissioning HECs as 
NSCs are delivered and made operational. The average age of the HEC fleet is 43 years and 
these assets are failing at an increased rate resulting in lost operational days and increased 
maintenance costs. The Coast Guard will decommission one High Endurance Cutter (HEC) in 
FY2012. 

PC-179 Patrol Coastal Decommissioning 
-S16.4M (-108 FTE) 

The three remaining 1 79-foot Patrol Coastal (PC) vessels will be decommissioned per a January, 
2007 Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) with the U.S. Navy. These vessels will be returned to 
the U.S. Navy in FY 2012. 

Standard Workstation Help Desk consolidation 
-S6.9M (0 FTE) 

Consolidates computer workstation support into two regional centers, eliminating 56 contractors. 
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Program Support Reduction 
-S13.6M (0 FTE) 
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Reduction in programmatic support across the Coast Guard including support reductions for: 
small boat replacement, reservist and contract support for audit remediation, innovation program 
funding, recruiting, and training opportunities. 

ADMINISTRATIVE SAVINGS INITIATIVES 


In FY 2012 the Coast Guard will seek efficiencies and make targeted reductions in order to 
sustain front-line operational capacity and invest in critical recapitalization initiatives. 

Management Efflciencies 
-S61.1M (0 FTE) 

Consistent with the Secretary of Homeland Security’s Efficiency Review and building upon 
efforts in previous fiscal years, efficiencies will be generated by leveraging centralized 
purchasing and software licensing agreements, reductions in printing and publications, 
reductions in shipping and the transportation of things, reductions in advisory and assistance 
contracts, minimizing purchases of supplies and materials, office equipment consolidation, 
implementing automation and energy conservation/savings measures, and limiting government 
usage of commercial facilities. 

Professional Services Reduction 
-$15.2M (0 FTE) 

A reduction in professional services contracts for enterprise-wide mission support and 
operational support activities. 

Non-Operational Travel Reduction 
-SIO.OM (0 FTE) 

A 25% reduction in Coast Guard-wide non-operational travel, including travel for training, 
professional development, conferences, and international engagement. 
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Admiral Robert J. Papp, Jr. 

Commandant, U.S. Coast Guard 



Admiral Robert I Papp, Jr. a.ssumed the duties of the 24th 
Commandant of the U.S. Coast Guard on May 25, 2010. He leads 
the largest component of the Department of Homeland Security 
(DHS), compri,sed of 42,000 active duty, 8,200 Reserve, 8,000 
civilian and 31,000 volunteer Auxiliarists. 

The Coast Guard is “Semper Paratus” - Always Ready - to 
use its distinctive blend of military, humanitarian and law 
enforcement capabilities to save lives and property at sea, 
protect and maintain our ports and maritime transportation 
system, secure our borders, respond to natural disasters, protect 
our marine environment and defend our Nation. The Coast 
Guard is also America’s oldest continuous seagoing service 
and one of the Nation’s five armed services. We trace our 
history back to August 4th, 1790, when the first Congre.ss 
authorized the construction of ten vessels to enforce tariff 
and trade laws and to prevent smuggling. Our people are 
committed to the Coast Guard’s core values of Honor, Respect and 
Devotion to Duty. 

As a flag officer. Admiral Papp served as Commander, Coast Guard Atlantic Area, where he 
was operational commander for all U.S. Coast Guard missions within the eastern half of 
the world and provided support to the Department of Defense; as the Chief of Staff of the 
Coast Guard and Commanding Officer of Coast Guard Headquarters; as Commander, Ninth 
Coast Guard District, with responsibilities for Coast Guard rai.ssions on the Great Lakes 
and Northern Border; and as Director of Reserve and Training where he was responsible for 
managing and supporting 13,000 Coast Guard Ready Reservists and all Coa.st Guard Training Centers. 

Admiral Papp has served in .six Coast Guard Cutters, commanding four of them: RED 
BEECH, PAPAW, FORWARD, and the training barque EAGLE. He also served as commander of a 
task unit during Operation ABLE MANNER off the coast of Haiti in 1994, enforcing United.Nations 
Sanctions. Additionally, his task unit augmented U.S. Naval Forces during Operation UPHOLD 
DEMOCRACY. 

He is a 1975 graduate of the United States Coast Guard Academy. Additionally, he holds a Master 
of Arts in National Security and Strategic Studies from the United States Naval War College and a 
Master of Science in Management from Salve Regina College. 

Admiral Papp is the 13th Gold Ancient Mariner of the Coast Guard. The Gold Ancient Mariner is an 
honorary position held by an officer with over ten years of cumulative sea duty who has held the 
qualification as a Cutterman longer than any other officer. 

Admiral Papp is a native of Norwich, Conn. He is married to the former Linda Kapral of East Lyme, 
Conn, Admiral and Mrs. Papp have three daughters, and one granddaughter. 
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FLEET MIX STUDY 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you, Admiral. You have been very frank 
about the reality of competing mission priorities in a world of in- 
creasingly limited resources. Yet as I noted in my opening remarks, 
your budget continues to support the mission needs assessment 
that was done back in 2004. My understanding is the Coast Guard 
has been working for years on an update as to that 2004 study 
known as the Fleet Mix Study, but has yet to submit it to Con- 
gress. 

Where is the Fleet Mix Study and when will it be submitted to 
Congress? 

Admiral Papp. Well, sir, there is nobody that feels more strongly 
about getting the right tools out there to our people than I do. Over 
the last 6 years, 4 of those years have been spent on operational 
command assignments first in the Great Lakes and then responsi- 
bility for the entire Atlantic area and managing those very hard to 
maintain ships and watching the very hard working crews that 
struggle to maintain those old ships and keep them on station per- 
forming missions. So I am absolutely desperate to get the new 
ships out there. 

We continue to study this, we have conducted study after study, 
which seems to confirm the direction which we are going in, and 
we need to be about the business of building ships. 

The fleet mix analysis that you asked for is in review. We have 
completed the first portion of it, and it is with GAO [Government 
Accountability Office] right now. I can tell you that it does support 
the baseline approach that we are taking in terms of recapitalizing 
our fleet and indicates that the ships that we have already em- 
barked upon building will perform better than those that are out 
there, but we understand that intuitively already. 

What we are in the process of right now is doing the second and 
third levels of that study, which impose cost constraints, and then 
also look at unconstrained environments and what the Coast 
Guard would need to fully perform our mission. 

Mr. Aderholt. When do you think that you will be able to sub- 
mit a study to us here at the Congress? 

Admiral Papp. As I said, sir, we have submitted it to GAO right 
now. It is continuing to be reviewed by the administration, and I 
am pushing as hard as I can to get it to you as soon as we can 
because it supports our needs. 

Mr. Aderholt. So right now you are pretty much at their mercy 
at waiting to hear back from them? 

Admiral Papp. I am working with the Secretary and the adminis- 
tration to get it to you as quickly as we can, sir, and I will redouble 
those efforts. 


SECURITY-RELATED MISSIONS: CUTBACKS 

Mr. Aderholt. What security-related missions are you exam- 
ining for either elimination or contraction? 

Admiral Papp. Sir, I think some people who have listened to my 
speeches have mischaracterized what I am talking about. We have 
no intent to cut back on any of our security responsibilities, and I 
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firmly believe in the need to do most of the things that we are 
doing out there. 

When I talk about cutting back on some of our activities, what 
I am talking about is looking at the full range of activities that we 
have asked some of our units to do. And if I could focus in just one 
area. We have Maritime Safety and Security Teams. They are 
roughly about 80 people who are tasked with providing fast re- 
sponse. We refer to them as sea-going SWAT teams. They are lo- 
cated, as you know, around the country, and they drive boats 
tactically. They have to be well-trained and proficient in small 
arms use. And the original intent was to have them provide fixed 
and moving security zones around events of national significance 
and provide extra capacity in ports when security warrants it. 

Because of our general can-do attitude in the Coast Guard, we 
have looked for other things for them to do as well. And what we 
have done is we have added additional activities that they have to 
become qualified to do, in some cases, things that people haven’t 
even asked us to do, but because we are imaginative, enthusiastic, 
dedicated and hard working, we try to train those people up to do 
those activities. 

What I want to do now is look at the broad range of activities 
that we have asked these units to do, and then determine exactly 
what are the most important activities we ought to do that get the 
most bang for the buck for security in our ports, and then train 
these units to become absolutely proficient in those activities. It 
may require us to drop a couple of things. 

For instance, one of the things we are doing right now is training 
those Maritime Safety and Security Teams to do opposed 
boardings, which is another level of expertise — for these people to 
be able to go on ships where you have armed people and, perhaps, 
opposing them as they try to board. I don’t believe these teams 
were ever intended for that specific purpose, but if that is needed, 
then we need to provide the proper resources, the proper training 
programs. And, in fact, the one Coast Guardsman who was lost 
that, Mr. Price mentioned, was involved in a training exercise for 
that specific competency. And we are giving not only that case a 
thorough review, but I have also taken one of my admirals. Admi- 
ral Paul Zukunft, and he is in charge of undertaking a stem-to- 
stern review, which is looking at all of our deployable specialized 
forces and making a determination on what are the most important 
things for them to be doing and then making sure they are doing 
it absolutely right and in a safe and effective manner. 

ACQUISITION PROGRAM 

Mr. Aderholt. The fiscal year 2012 budget notably proposes a 
new budget structure to reflect the acquisition reform efforts the 
Coast Guard has undertaken over the past few years post Deep- 
water. However, this new budget structure does not help Congress 
understand the scope, schedule, and cost of the Coast Guard’s re- 
capitalization since acquisitions are no longer framed under one 
umbrella. 

What is the impact of the dissolution of Deepwater on the 
planned recapitalization efforts in terms of acquisitions and their 
associated costs? 
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Admiral Papp. Mr. Chairman, I think it should actually assist 
the Subcommittee in having greater granularity on how we are 
conducting this project. I am extremely proud of the improvements 
and the progress that our acquisition program has made. I was in- 
volved with then Rear Admiral Currier, who is now our Chief of 
Staff of the Coast Guard, 4 years ago when I was Chief of Staff of 
the Coast Guard, working with Admiral Allen, to reform our acqui- 
sition programs, and we have come a long way. 

Parts of that is disassociating ourselves with a lead systems inte- 
grator in the Deepwater project where all of these things were 
lumped together and it was very difficult to disaggregate and iden- 
tify exact costs for each one of the projects that was contained 
within. In other words, you did not know necessarily exactly how 
much one of the national security cutters was costing as opposed 
to a fast response cutter or a patrol boat replacement or some of 
the aircraft in there. Proper acquisition execution requires that you 
disaggregate all of these projects, establish acquisition project base- 
lines for each one of them, set schedules, come up with predictable 
funding streams, and then execute on a stable program. 

The National Security Cutter, I think, is the one that I am most 
proud of, and we have worked very hard over the last couple of 
years to come up with now a fixed price contract, handling that 
separately with the Coast Guard dealing directly with Northrop 
Grumman to build the ships. We have come up with a fair price 
for that ship now. It is a little more expensive than we thought 
under the original project, but we can confirm and we can validate 
what these costs are because we are looking at them independ- 
ently. Each one of our projects in the former Deepwater project can 
be looked at in that manner now, and it will enable me to better 
inform you in your oversight role as we go forward over the next 
couple of years. 

Mr. Aderholt. Under this new organization, how will you man- 
age and measure the Coast Guard’s progress of recapitalization? 

Admiral Papp. Well, we have acquisition project baselines where 
we have predicted individual projects, whether it is the national se- 
curity cutter or the fast response cutter or our aircraft, and what 
years we intend to buy them. Of course, that gets revised almost 
every year depending upon the limits of the acquisition funding 
within our budget. 

This year you made note of the fact that there was a delay in 
awarding National Security Cutter No. 5. We were backed into that 
situation because, as we took the time to properly negotiate a fixed 
price contract before we awarded National Security Cutter No. 4, 
we were dealing with presumptions upon what we would need in 
the outyear budgets in order to pay for the next in that series of 
ships. They came in a little bit more than what we expected and 
now we are having to, in the fiscal year 2012 budget, for instance, 
ask for $77 million more to complete NSC [National Security Cut- 
ter] No. 5 before we can award it. And because of that, and the re- 
quirement, as you noted, to put the full price of any subsequent 
ships in a single-year budget, we decided to alter some of the other 
baseline acquisitions in that project: the fast response cutter, our 
patrol boat replacement, for instance. We can move some of those 
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into fiscal year 2012 and perhaps buy out that program a little 
more quickly to make room in our budget in the outyears. 

Mr. Aderholt. Okay. All right. I think my time has elapsed. Mr. 
Price. 


COAST GUARD MISSIONS 

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Admiral, let me pick up 
on the line of questioning the Chairman was originally pursuing. 
We all have referenced your State of the Coast Guard Address, a 
good address which received more than the usual attention. You 
have issued a caveat here today that you are not interested in uni- 
laterally or summarily redefining the Coast Guard’s mission. We 
understand that. But at the same time I think that address, many 
of those points, were well taken. And certainly the overall assertion 
that the mission needs to be defined very clearly and perhaps in 
key aspects reconsidered, it seems to me those were serious points 
that deserve to be followed up on. 

You have historical responsibilities, search and rescue, fisheries 
enforcement, drug interdiction, marine environmental protection. 
You have some post-September 11th missions, or at least that is 
mainly when they have come to the fore, maritime and port secu- 
rity operations, inspecting high-interest vessels, providing escorts 
for certainly military vessels. And at the same time you have some 
responsibilities that are changing before our eyes and that continue 
to be underdeveloped, particularly in light of these changes. The 
one that most obviously comes to mind is your role in the Arctic 
as the ice recedes. This Subcommittee reviewed Arctic operations 
in Alaska last year, and Admiral Colvin spoke very passionately 
and persuasively about this changing and challenging mission. 

So I want to ask you three interrelated questions. First, can you 
be more specific? You have offered one illustration here today, you 
might offer a little more elaboration about what you were referring 
to in your speech. What do you believe the core missions are? What 
is dispensable? What areas do you think the Coast Guard should 
not be asked to work in? And honestly, are there gray areas? Are 
there areas that really deserve further deliberation and debate? 
They are going to need to be performed possibly by someone some- 
where in our military or Federal establishment and yet there is 
some uncertainty about where the responsibility should lie. 

Secondly, specifically, about these post-9/11 responsibilities, 
what is your assessment of the Coast Guard’s capability and your 
assessment of what the mission going forward should look like 
there? And if there is to be a lessening or shifting of responsibility, 
who, if anyone, should pick it up? 

And then finally, to what extent is this hard look that you are 
talking about reflected in your 2012 budget request? To what ex- 
tent have you been able to already act on some of your convictions 
here, and to what extent is this a work in progress? 

Admiral Papp. Well, sir, in terms of balancing the missions, and 
one of the questions I always get particularly as a result of some 
of the times I speak and the State of the Coast Guard speeches 
(“What missions are you going to cut?”) I cannot cut any missions. 
All of our 11 mission areas are statutorily mandated missions that 
we perform. 
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And as I stated in the State of the Coast Guard speech, we have 
a requirement to perform those. But we can’t perform all 11 statu- 
tory missions 100 percent any given day. The Administration, the 
Congress, and the taxpayers through the Congress, give us a finite 
set of resources to use and then our operational commanders have 
to apply them. And that is what I have been doing most of my ca- 
reer as an operator, and in particular the last 2 years before com- 
ing here as the Atlantic area commander. I was given only so many 
ships, so many people and so many aircraft to carry out the mis- 
sion. And, on any given day — some of the persistent missions out 
there, as you know: search and rescue, migrant interdiction, ma- 
rine environmental response, drug interdiction — you cannot do all 
of those things every day. As an operational commander, you use 
your staff, you develop priorities, you see where the risks and the 
threats are from based on intelligence, and then you assign those 
resources. 

The Haitian earthquake is just a perfect example of what I am 
talking about. We had cutters that were under way in the Carib- 
bean, in the Florida straits, and in the Windward Pass either doing 
migrant interdiction, drug interdiction, or other duties down there, 
and those were the priorities for that given day, the day before the 
earthquake. When the earthquake occurred in Haiti, there was a 
national need for us to provide humanitarian response to those un- 
fortunate people in Haiti. 

So literally overnight we took our finite number of cutters, cut- 
ters that were deployed on other missions, and repositioned them 
to Haiti. And, in fact, the next morning, the morning after the 
earthquake, we had two Coast Guard cutters steam in there, imme- 
diately start doing reconnaissance by surveying the damage and 
sending medical teams ashore. It demonstrates the great 
versatility, adaptability, and flexibility that comes with a Coast 
Guard resource. We can move it from one mission to another. 

But taking cognizance of the fact that when I did that — when I 
directed those ships to go to Haiti, I was going to take a short-term 
deficit in drug interdiction and in migrant interdiction and some of 
the other duties that we do. But it was a national priority. We re- 
sponded to it. We do not have Haitian earthquake cutters sitting 
out there. What we have is multi-mission cutters, ships and people 
that can respond to events like that. 

So that is the type of decisions that our operational commanders 
are confronted with on a daily basis out there. Would we like to 
have the resources to do 100 percent in every mission area? Of 
course we would. But we are also citizens of the country and under- 
stand that we need to tighten our belts and understand that re- 
sources are constrained, and so we do the best we can and then 
identify the shortfalls in terms of mission accomplishment and do 
our best to get the support. And right now, as I said, the support 
is to try to replace some of those old ships and versatile aircraft 
that we have got out there. 

You asked about post-9/11. I gave you the example of the Mari- 
time Safety and Security Teams. Perhaps one of the ones that I am 
even more passionate about is our aviation program within the 
Coast Guard. And I am passionate about that because, as you note, 
we have lost 14 aviators in 2 years. That is unacceptable. I have 
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had to attend and speak at two memorial services just in the time 
that I have been Commandant. And I don’t want to speak at any 
more memorial services in my service. 

We have essentially the same numbers of aircraft — let’s say heli- 
copters — we have the same numbers of helicopters and pilots that 
we did prior to 9/11. Yet we have added on additional missions. 
Prior to 9/11, almost all that our helicopters and pilots did was 
search and rescue. They trained very hard to go out in the middle 
of the night in the middle of storms and hover over broken-down 
ships and put swimmers in the water and rescue people from cer- 
tain catastrophe and death. And we have the best pilots in the 
world doing that. 

But since 9/11, we have picked up additional responsibilities. We 
now do rotary wing air intercept (RWAI), which is a mission to 
intercept low slow aircraft that might have intent of doing a suicide 
mission on the Capitol or on the White House. We have airborne 
use of force, where we train our people to carry marksmen on the 
sides of helicopters and potentially shoot out outboard engines on 
small boats that might be coming to do us harm. We are doing 
vertical insertion, where we are taking assault Coast Guardsmen 
trained for assault who lower themselves out of helicopters on rope 
onto noncompliant vessels. 

All of these things place an added training burden upon our peo- 
ple, and they are not necessarily complementary skills for our pi- 
lots for the search and rescue mission. So right now, where we 
used to devote about 40 percent of our flight hours for training for 
search and rescue, we are devoting 60 percent of our flight hours 
for training for various missions that might not necessarily com- 
plement each other and, in my simple sailor’s estimation, dilutes 
the experience and proficiency level across those mission sets. 

No one asked us to do all those things. We took that on ourselves 
in many cases, and I think it is incumbent upon me as a leader 
who has lost people now to take a very serious look at all those 
things that we are doing and say perhaps we don’t need to be doing 
all of that. Perhaps there are other agencies that might do it bet- 
ter. Or if the Coast Guard is the best to do it and there is a need 
to do it, then I need to go forth to the Congress and the administra- 
tion and say I need additional resources to do it. So that is where 
I am coming from on that aspect of post-9/11 duties. 

And then the hard look at, yes, the third question was the hard 
look at those missions and our security. I am convinced that we are 
doing our best to provide for the security of our country. On any 
given day if we are alerted to a threat through intelligence, which 
is where we get most of our stuff, we will redivert every force we 
have and put it on security operations, neglecting and taking the 
short-term downturn in other activities because that is what we do. 
We are a versatile, adaptable force that can move between those 
mission areas. And my operational commanders, we push that 
down as low as we can in the organization to make those decisions, 
to make sure that we are doing the highest priority mission on any 
given day for our country. 

Mr. Price. Let me simply commend you for your candor and for 
your willingness to take on these significant issues frontally. I hope 
and believe you will find on this Subcommittee, on a bipartisan 
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basis, ready partners in going through this necessary exercise and 
putting our, not just our budget, but our national security on a 
firmer foundation in the future. 

Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Frelinghuysen. 

OVERSEAS ACTIVITIES 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Admiral, one of 
your strongest advocates is my colleague from New Jersey, Frank 
LoBiondo, who, if you will pardon the expression, has felt that the 
Coast Guard gets the short end of the stick. And I have to say, 
with the things that you are doing today around the world. I worry 
that you are shunted off under the aegis of the Department of 
Homeland Security. I see you in another venue. I serve on the De- 
fense Appropriations Committee, and I would like to have you ex- 
plore with the committee your involvement with the Navy. 

You get funding through the Navy’s operations and maintenance 
accounts for what some call the “supplemental overseas contin- 
gency operations,” AKA, it used to be called the war on terror. Can 
you talk about how those dollars are spent and how you work with 
the Navy? 

Admiral Papp. Yes, sir, thank you. I for one, just because you 
brought it up, I am a strong believer that we belong in the Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security. Not every one of our mission sets fits 
neatly or exactly and precisely, but nor did it in the Department 
of Transportation either. There is always some portion of our mis- 
sion sets that is not an exact fit, but right now we are fit in with 
a bunch of other agencies that have 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. Are you ever? 

Admiral Papp. Yes, sir. But let me tell you why. And people from 
time to time make the suggestion that perhaps we should be in the 
Department of Defense. I think that we would be so small in the 
Department of Defense that oftentimes we would get overlooked 
there as well. And I think there is a value to having an armed 
service that is not in the Department of Defense because we do 
have those law enforcement authorities that none of the other four 
services have. 

And having said that, as I described to Secretary Napolitano 
when I interviewed with her originally 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. With all due respect, I want to focus on 
your connection. I think it is good for you to advocate to be where 
you are. But I would like to know how you connect with the Navy. 
I think a lot of people are unaware of what your people are doing 
on the high seas. They may be aware of what you are doing in the 
Caribbean and intercepting drugs that are coming out of Colombia 
and other countries, but you are playing an integral role in the 
overseas theater. And I would like to know how you are sort of 
matching your assets, which are limited, in terms of surface ves- 
sels, but what are you doing over there that you could tell the com- 
mittee that shows that we have a good substantial investment? 

Admiral Papp. Well, Sir, to give you the down-in-the-weeds ac- 
tivities that we are actually involved in, as I mentioned during my 
opening comments, we have a patrol boat squadron over there. 
They [the patrol boats] have been over there nearly 8 years now. 
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six of our island class patrol boats commanded by lieutenants, and 
they are providing security operations for the oil platforms off the 
coast of Iraq and also doing engagement with the other emerging 
coast guards and navies within the Arabian Gulf, working under 
the Navy component commander and Central Command located in 
Bahrain. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. Does the Coast Guard have a role in train- 
ing some of those foreign navies? 

Admiral Papp. Absolutely. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. To take on some of these obligations — and 
honestly maybe this is a mischaracterization — some of those navies 
wouldn’t be exactly what we would call the U.S. Navy. They would 
be, in terms of their size and capabilities, somewhat parallel to 
yours. 

Admiral Papp. I can guarantee you, sir, that as I travel 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. You are superior, of course. 

Admiral Papp. Yes, sir, absolutely. Almost every navy in the 
world — there is no other navy except for perhaps China, who is try- 
ing to build a large ocean-going navy, that is a peer competitor of 
our United States Navy. So most of the navies and coast guards 
around the world are actually more like the U.S. Coast Guard. 
They are concerned about piracy, drug smuggling, migrant smug- 
gling, fisheries protection, and consequently we are in high demand 
around the world. In fact, we just got an inquiry this morning from 
the Indian Coast Guard that would like to open up some exchange 
with us because they have patterned themselves after us, and I 
have attended numerous international forums where I have spoken 
with the CNOs or heads of Coast Guards of other countries. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. You are involved in joint exercises? Are you 
involved in providing some lead in terms of training? 

Admiral Papp. Yes, sir, we have operations that we do in the Pa- 
cific where we deploy right now. Given the numbers of cutters that 
we still have, we are able to devote one ship per year to the Euro- 
pean Command and Africa Command to do training with navies. 
In fact, we have been involved in the Africa Partnership Station, 
training the emerging navies of some of the smaller countries in 
Africa. 

We generally deploy one cutter out to the western Pacific to work 
with, for the tJnited States Navy, but to train some of the smaller 
coast guards and navies and others. And we exchange with China, 
Japan, Russia, South Korea. We also have forums that we work in, 
the North Pacific Coast Guard Forum, for example. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. I am for those exchanges. I hope you are 
not doing any training of the Chinese. They are progressing with- 
out any support from us. 

Admiral Papp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mrs. Lowey. 

Mrs. Lowey. Thank you, and I join my colleagues in thanking 
you for your service to our country, and congratulations to you. 

Admiral Papp. Thank you. Ma’am. 
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SMALL VESSEL THREATS 

Mrs. Lowey. Pleasure to meet you today. You referenced small 
boats before, and in previous testimony before the subcommittee, 
Admiral Allen has stated that the top maritime threat we face was 
from small boats. [And in 2009, the Inspector General found that 
the Nation’s ports, waterways and — I am coughing and you are 
drinking water. That is a change.] 

In 2009, the Inspector General found that the Nation’s ports, wa- 
terways, and maritime borders remain vulnerable to small vessel 
threats. 

Given that, when terrorists attacked Mumbai, they did so using 
relatively small speedboats. If you could share with us the Coast 
Guard’s actions, activities to prevent similar entry from occurring 
in the United States, particularly in New York City, and what spe- 
cific actions has the Coast Guard taken in light of that Inspector 
General report and what more can this subcommittee do to help? 

Admiral Papp. Well, Ma’am, I caution to make too many connec- 
tions with the Mumbai attack. I have studied that in detail. They 
[terrorists] used the conveyance of boats, but that was driven to a 
certain extent because of the people coming from Pakistan to India 
and the inability or the more difficult problems they would have in 
terms of transiting a land border there. It is interesting to study, 
and certainly something we need to be concerned about, but the 
type of attack that was carried out could be done in numerous 
ways; it just happened to be landed by sea in this particular case. 

Mrs. Lowey. However, didn’t the Inspector General make a 
statement, I believe it was 2009, that our ports, waterways, mari- 
time borders remain vulnerable to small vessel threats? I am glad 
that after study that you don’t think that is the case. 

Admiral Papp. No, I didn’t say that wasn’t the case. I said in the 
Mumbai attack that we can’t draw a direct conclusion that that 
type of attack would occur only by small boat. It could, and I agree 
with the Inspector General’s report that in fact our waterways are 
vulnerable. One of the challenges that we have is with the roughly 
14 million registered recreational boaters out there. It is very dif- 
ficult to monitor all these things. 

So we do it to a large extent on the basis of intelligence, watch- 
ing trends and analyzing and following up on any leads that we 
have. One of the best things we can do is simply presence on the 
water. In that regard, we have, besides the Maritime Safety and 
Security Teams, which are there for surge efforts — Many of our sta- 
tions, particularly in New York City, have grown over the last 10 
years since 9/11. We have gone from about 45 people at Station 
New York to 90 people right now and increased commensurately 
the number of boats there as well for our Coast Guard people. 

But also knowing that we can’t do it all on our own, our Sector 
New York Commander works through the Area Maritime Security 
Committee, which brings in the city officials, Ray Kelly’s folks, the 
New York City police, their maritime units, county officials and in- 
dustry as well, to make sure that everybody is aware, everybody 
is looking, they share information, and they follow up on leads and 
inform each other. 
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Then we also have our Coast Guard Auxiliary that is out there 
on a regular basis raising awareness in the ports, speaking to rec- 
reational boaters out there and encouraging them to report things 
that look out of the ordinary. So we are working on many prongs 
out there to try to increase security. A lot of it is just having pres- 
ence, knowing the area, knowing the people who should be there 
and who looks strange. 

In fact, in the Mumbai attack, there was an Indian Coast Guard 
boat that went through the area, and in the interviews afterward, 
they had questions in their mind but did not follow up on those and 
do a boarding and investigate, which might have thwarted the at- 
tack. So having people presence on the water, people who under- 
stand the operation area, who are familiar with it, and know who 
is supposed to be there or not takes us a long way toward providing 
that security and awareness. 

SECURITY OF FRIENDLY PORTS 

Mrs. Lowey. Thank you very much. 

As events continue to unravel throughout the Middle East, there 
is potential for a serious disruption of our efforts in the region. Has 
any of the unrest to date affected or modified your mission in the 
Persian Gulf? And what would the impact for your personnel be if 
friendly ports such as in Bahrain were suddenly with little warning 
unavailable to Coast Guard vessels? 

Admiral Papp. Well, we work for the Navy in Bahrain, and I 
know having been over there twice myself, as the Atlantic Area 
Commander — I went to Bahrain and Kuwait and Iraq twice and 
spoke with the Navy commanders up there — we have contingency 
plans on where boats could go to. Bahrain is actually fairly secure 
even though there has been some noise there recently. We have 
monitored the situation. We were concerned about the security. 
There were a few riots, but that all seems to be under control. 
Force protection efforts were put in place, and we are confident 
that our people are taken care of 

We do also have Kuwait, where we can move our boats to. In 
fact, our boats oftentimes, because Kuwait is on the way to the 
Iraqi terminals, pull in there for logistics and supply. We also have 
a port security unit in Kuwait, a team of about 110 people that pro- 
vide security for the military onloads and offloads that occur in the 
Port of Ash Shuaybah. So I am confident that my Atlantic Area 
Commander, Vice Admiral Parker, he has been over there recently 
as well — We are confident with the security considerations and pre- 
cautions that have been taken, and I think we are in good shape 
for now. 


RAILROAD BRIDGE PROJECT 

Mrs. Lowey. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Latham. 

Mr. Latham. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I just have a question 
that is of great importance in the Midwest, in Iowa. Your St. Louis 
District is overseeing a railroad bridge project in Clinton, Iowa, and 
I would like to know what you can provide me with regard to the 
way in which they intend to balance the needs of water navigation 
and rail transportation. 
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More specifically, I am told that the Union Pacific Railroad has 
a plan to build the bridge structure with its own private resources, 
and they factored in a 300-foot span, maybe a little more than 
that, with the doubling of the current clearance. I am also told that 
the Coast Guard may want the bridge span lengthened to as much 
as 450 feet. My concern is that from the UP’s standpoint the re- 
quirements could get to the point where they may just wait until 
the Federal Government pays for it rather than the private sector. 

If you could tell me about your evaluation process — and you may 
have to do this for the record, I understand — and what Coast 
Guard will go through to ensure that the new bridge requirements 
don’t unnecessarily tip the expenses to the point where the private 
investment would withdraw. Since the proposed project right now 
is fully funded with private sector money, it will generate a lot of 
jobs right in that area; I would just like to know how quickly you 
can get approval, and maybe accelerate the approval process for 
the project. 

Admiral Papp. Thanks, Mr. Latham, and I am sorry I don’t have 
the level of detail and granularity that you might expect of me, and 
we will provide that for the record. But in a general response, I 
think that one of the many strengths of the Coast Guard is the fact 
that we act as an honest broker between the needs of the mariner 
and the needs of commerce, and we try to balance those things. 
Sometimes it is difficult, sometimes you are not going to please 
both parties. We do the best we can. Ultimately we are concerned 
about the safety of navigation on the waterway, but we fully com- 
prehend and understand that commerce has to flow through there 
as well and those are oftentimes understandably competing prior- 
ities. 

[The information follows:] 
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Mr. Latham: Your St. Louis District is overseeing a railroad bridge project in Clinton, Iowa, 
and I would like to know what you can provide me with the way in which they intend to balance 
the needs of the water navigation and the rail transportation. 

And if you could tell me what kind of evaluation process — and you may have to do this for the 
record, I understand — Coast Guard will go through to ensure that the new bridge requirements 
don’t unnecessarily tip the expenses to the point where the private investment would withdraw, 

ADM Papp: Thanks, Mr. Latham, and I am sorry I don’t have the level of detail and granularity 
that you might expect of me and we will provide for the record. 

Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) and the Coast Guard are working together on this project to 
improve land and maritime safety. We are very early in the Coast Guard bridge permit process 
and UPRR has expressed its satisfaction with the process thus far. 

On March 8, 201 1, the Coast Guard’s District 8 and the UPRR met to discuss the permit 
application process, navigational clearances, and the NEPA process. To further assist the Coast 
Guard in determining the reasonable navigational clearance requirements for the proposed 
Clinton Bridge, the Coast Guard is scheduled to meet with industry and the Army Corps of 
Engineers late March 20 1 1 , to discuss new pier locations, river currents, vessel operations, and 
any other industry concerns. To date, the Coast Guard has not finalized bridge navigational 
clearance requirements, nor has it provided UPRR with any definitive clearance requirements. It 
is expected that the original Order to Alter’s (OTA’s) minimum 300 foot horizontal clearance 
may no longer be sufficient for the following reasons: 

• The proposed new bridge is located 300 to 400 feet downriver from the existing bridge, 
which changes how vessels would transit the bridge due to the close proximity of a bend 
in the river. 

• The proposed new alignment also locates the bridge closer to the Archer Daniels Midland 
Company's terminal and fleet, which may result in more Ifequent vessel traffic in close 
proximity of the bridge, specifically the left descending pier, thus increasing risk of 
allisions. 

• The OTA only considered replacing the existing navigation span with a wider movable 
span, not a high level fixed bridge. 

• A fixed bridge poses a higher safety risk than a movable bridge, since land based traffic 
continues to travel on the bridge as vessels transit it. No land based traffic is on a 
movable bridge when it is open to navigation. 

• The public meeting held in association with the 1990s T-H investigation only presented a 
proposed new vertical lift span on the existing alignment; public comment was not 
solicited for the current proposal. 

BACKGROUND: 

The Truman-Hobbs (T-H) Act (54 Stat. 497; 33 U.S.C. § 51 1, et seq.) gives the Coast Guard the 
authority, after due process, to determine that the alteration of a highway or railroad bridge is 



314 


necessary in order to render navigation reasonably free, easy, and unobstructed, and to serve 
upon that bridge’s owner an order requiring its alteration. 

In accordance with the T-H Act, the Federal government reimburses the bridge owner costs 
incurred to alter the bridge; however, the owner bears all costs attributable to the direct and 
special henefits accrued as a result of the alteration; for example, costs attributable to additional 
requirements of land based traffic such as an increase in the bridge’s carrying capacity. In 
addition, the T-H Act requires that the Federal government authorize the bridge owner to 
proceed with the project; approve plans and specifications; prescribe when the owner may take 
bids for construction; and authorize awarding the project (33 USC 515). Typically, without 
sufficient Federal funds, the Coast Guard does not authorize the start of an alteration project 
under T-H. 

On October 28, 1996, the Commandant, Coast Guard, issued the Union Pacific Railroad an order 
to alter the Clinton Bridge over the Mississippi River. The existing 1908 swing span bridge, in 
the open position, provides navigation with a 177 foot horizontal and an unlimited vertical 
clearance. The bridge, on average, sustains four to five allisions annually, causing damage to 
both the bridge and vessel. 

The Clinton Bridge’s OTA specified altering the existing bridge by reconstructing the bridge on 
the same general alignment using a movable bridge that provides a minimum horizontal 
clearance of 300 feet. In 2010, the estimated total project cost, in accordance with OTA, ranged 
from $61.2 million to $79.2 million; the Federal government share was estimated at 96.4 percent. 
To-date, no Federal funds have been appropriated for the Clinton Bridge Alteration project; 
hence the Coast Guard has not authorized proceeding to the design phase. 

Approximately a year ago, the Coast Guard was advised that the UPRR planned to proceed with 
the project without Federal funds, by using UPRR funds only. The UPRR proposed shifting the 
rail alignment slightly south of the existing alignment in Clinton, lA. The new alignment 
required reconstruction of approximately 7,000 feet of rail line including the existing 460 foot 
Clinton Bridge. In comparison, the T-H Clinton Bridge alteration project was estimated to 
require the reconstruction of approximately 500 feet of the existing Clinton Bridge. The UPRR’s 
proposed realignment of the rail line in Clinton is estimated at $350 million. 

During discussions with the Coast Guard in 2010, the UPRR indicated that it planned to follow 
the T-H Act requirements so as to not jeopardize the project’s eligibility for future Federal bridge 
alteration appropriations. However, the UPRR very recently decided to proceed outside of the 
requirements of the T-H Act, understanding that the project would no longer be eligible for 
Federal appropriations under the T-H Act. The UPRR also understands that a Coast Guard 
Bridge Permit application must be submitted for the proposed project (33 USC 525). 

The Coast Guard Bridge Permit application process requires that applicants submit their 
proposed horizontal and vertical navigational clearances, in addition to an environmental 
document articulating the proposed project’s impacts on navigation and the environment. 
Typically, applicants coordinate with the Coast Guard’s District Office, prior to submitting an 
application, to ensure that a complete permit application is submitted, including compliance with 
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the expected Coast Guard navigational clearance requirements. UPRR has not yet submitted 
their application and is currently in the pre-application phase, which includes coordinating with 
the Coast Guard to determine what needs to be submitted, which includes a navigational bridge 
opening that meets the reasonable needs of navigation. 

The Coast Guard Bridge Permit application process differs from the T-H Act process in that once 
the navigational clearance requirements are determined; the applicant has submitted a permit 
application; the NEPA process is completed; and all public involvement and Federal and public 
agencies coordination has taken place, a decision is made regarding granting a permit, no Coast 
Guard oversight or approval is required during final design and construction. 
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Mr. Latham. Okay. Well, it is obviously very, very important. 
And I just, you know, make sure that you keep your balance and 
that you are not just an ancient mariner, you are a gold ancient 
mariner. 

Thank you. That is all I have. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Crenshaw. 

INTERAGENCY COOPERATION 

Mr. Crenshaw. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. You talked a little bit 
about efficiency, being more effective, and that is kind of the buzz 
word around this place. Everybody doing more with less. And it is 
encouraging to hear that. One of the things that I know a little bit 
about in my district in northeast Florida, Jacksonville, there is a 
seaport, and the Coast Guard works with the border and customs 
folks. They call it JMAST. I don’t know exactly what that stands 
for, but basically they are working together in a very efficient way. 
It seems like it ought to be a model of how two agencies under the 
same department can work together in an efficiency and effective 
way. 

And I am told that the one thing they need, the next step so to 
speak, is to be collocated together. They are kind of spread out. 
They are still working together as best they can. But if they were 
collocated then it would be even more efficient. 

And so I wanted to ask you if you are aware of that situation, 
what are you doing to assist them. I don’t know, that was some- 
thing I was going to ask the Secretary when she was here, I didn’t 
have a chance, but somehow talking to her about how to coordinate 
this move and make it even more effective. 

And then the second question is just that kind of interagency co- 
operation brings to mind other areas that maybe — I don’t know if 
aviation, somewhere, that you might work together with border 
folks. So if you could talk a little bit about that. Number one, how 
is that going, that JMAST program? Is that moving ahead? Are 
they finding a place? And number two, talk about how that might 
be a model for other areas of cooperation. 

Admiral Papp. Well, sir, that falls in line with exactly what I 
have been talking about: first of all, identifying those things that 
the Coast Guard can do, must do, do them well, and then identify 
the shortfalls. 

Sometimes resources for those shortfalls are not going to be 
found within the Coast Guard appropriation, and sometimes the 
citizens of this country have already paid for resources in other 
ways that perhaps we can leverage. One of my four principles when 
I became Commandant was strengthening our partnerships, and 
part of that is looking out across the broad expanse of the Federal 
Government and determining what other partners could we work 
with to fulfill our needs and vice versa. 

The CBP [U.S. Customs and Border Protection] and border pro- 
tection is one of those great partners that is within our own depart- 
ment. And in fact it is ironic that you asked the question because 
Commissioner Bersin and I had an hour and 10-minute breakfast 
yesterday comparing notes, seeing where we can work more closely. 
One of the things I have been tasked to do is come up with inter- 
agency operation centers (lOCs), which would bring various Fed- 
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eral agencies together, local and State agencies together, where we 
can share information in one operation center to create a seamless 
response leveraging all those various agencies to provide the secu- 
rity of our ports. 

Jacksonville is one of the great examples of where we are doing 
that. The challenge, as you have identified, is where do you come 
up with the resources to consolidate and bring them and collocate 
themselves together. 

We are facing a similar problem in the Coast Guard. We have 
restructured our shore commands, our legacy group offices and ma- 
rine safety offices. The promise 7 years ago was that we were going 
to collocate them together for greater efficiencies. The challenge, of 
course, is coming up with the appropriations to build new build- 
ings. And I think in the current environment, we are not going to 
see too many new buildings built. We will continue to identify 
those needs, but I think the tough part is bringing them all to- 
gether. 

Mr. Crenshaw. Whose responsibility is that? Is that something 
that Secretary Napolitano has to kind of bless or is that GSA [Gen- 
eral Services Administration] ? If that is a better way to run the 
railroad and we will save money in the long run, is there some- 
thing that we can help you do to say look, this is working. Let’s 
move ahead. Because if everybody is spread out you are not going 
to have the efficiencies that it sounds like you understand that you 
could have when they are together. 

Admiral Papp. Absolutely. I would say yes to all. It has to be a 
shared responsibility, and one that is not being mentioned here is 
the U.S. Navy as well. What is the bulk of our security work down 
there in Jacksonville? It is the ships coming into the naval station 
at Mayport and the ships and submarines going into Kings Bay. I 
have been down there on the water and watched those escorts. It 
is a resource sink properly done of Coast Guard resources, both on 
the water and in the operations center, and I have been working 
with Admiral Roughead, and when I was Atlantic Area Com- 
mander with Admiral Harvey, who is Fleet Forces Command, to 
come up with a way to perhaps have the Navy provide a building 
where we can come together. 

Mr. Crenshaw. Has somebody talked to the Navy about that? 

Admiral Papp. I am, sir, and it continues. Everybody is facing 
the same challenges in terms of tightening the belt. But I think 
this is what we have to be doing in order to provide, first of all, 
the proper service to people and then also to pool our resources to 
be able to do it in a more effective manner. And as we identify 
those things, I am more than happy to bring them to the sub- 
committee and ask you for your help, sir, in pushing them forward. 

Mr. Crenshaw. Okay. Thank you very much. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Dent. 

arctic: polar icebreakers and other capabilities 

Mr. Dent. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Good afternoon. Com- 
mandant. First I wanted to thank you and the U.S. Coast Guard 
for all the great work you did at the Deepwater Horizon in the 
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Gulf. I visited there last August and I was very impressed by your 
efforts. It was extraordinary. 

Do you think if there would be an oil spill in the Arctic do we 
have the infrastructure in place to respond quickly and effectively? 

Admiral Papp. No, sir. 

Mr. Dent. That was — wow. So I guess the next question is, heav- 
en forbid, if there were a cruise ship or some other ship in distress 
in danger up in the Arctic waters, could you carry out those types 
of lifesaving responsibilities? 

Admiral Papp. No, sir. But I will elaborate on this if you don’t 
mind. I think most of our focus over the last few years has been 
on polar icebreakers, and we do need to have a thoughtful discus- 
sion on where we are going with polar icebreakers. But polar ice- 
breakers is just a small part of the capabilities that we need in the 
Arctic to carry out not just Coast Guard missions but missions that 
are important to the United States as a whole. We are an Arctic 
nation, but it is tough to walk up to the average person on the 
street and convince them that we are. But we have a lot of needs 
up there. 

I went up there in August and spent a little over a week trav- 
eling around Alaska. It had been 35 years since I had been up 
there. I did my first tour in the Coast Guard in Alaska, I spent 
time in the Arctic and the Bering Sea, and I wanted to go back 
there and reacquaint myself. And I went back almost 35 years to 
the day when I had stood on the shore in Kotzebue, Alaska, in 
July, and saw ice almost all the way up to the shores. I flew into 
Kotzebue this time, and even from the altitude in the jet I was in, 
I could not see ice. So there is a lot of open water, and open water 
means Coast Guard responsibilities, first of all, search and rescue, 
fisheries, other things that will migrate into that area as we go for- 
ward. 

Right now I have got zero resources to conduct those missions up 
there. It is a zero sum game, and if I am needed to carry out Coast 
Guard missions up there, they have to come from some other place. 
So what we are doing right now is we are doing a high latitude 
study. I think that — that has been, in my estimation — In looking 
at it as it stands right now, its primary focus is on icebreakers. I 
think it should be on the broad expanse of Coast Guard duties that 
would be required in the Arctic and what do we need to conduct 
that. 

A “for instance” is, right off the top of my head, going up there 
this summer, we need at a minimum a seasonal air station up 
there that we can fly helicopters out of and helicopters and crews 
to man them to be able to start to conduct our duties. As drilling 
begins up there offshore, of course, the Coast Guard will approve 
response plans for those facilities. But in terms of Coast Guard 
ability to respond, as I said in my first question, we have got none 
right now. We need to be about the business of doing that, because 
that business will come to the Alaskan waters, and it is my job to 
identify to all of you what we need to do that. And we are working 
very hard on that right now. 
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MARITIME SAFETY AND SECURITY TEAMS 

Mr. Dent. Admiral, last year you requested the reduction, I 
think, of five maritime safety and security teams. And I under- 
stand that the Coast Guard is proceeding with the closure of the 
MSST up in Anchorage. I guess that leaves 11 other teams 
throughout the Nation. 

What was the rationale for the closure of that team up in An- 
chorage? And is that going to impact the other MSSTs? 

Admiral Papp. Let me start off by saying how much I deeply ap- 
preciate — I saw the Senate mark and the House mark last year 
that restored those teams back to the budget. I know the budget 
hasn’t been approved but the continuing resolution has allowed us 
to keep those teams going, and I am deeply appreciative of that. 
I need each and every one of our Coast Guard people to carry out 
the duties that we do. 

Now on the Anchorage MSST, I support the decommissioning of 
that unit. The truth of the matter is, because of the conditions up 
in Alaska, they just aren’t able to operate up there year-round and 
provide the type of return on investment that we would be looking 
for. They, most of the time, deploy outside of Alaska, and it is very 
expensive to deploy them when they go outside of Alaska. So we 
don’t see an operational need for them up there. And if there is a 
time when we need security operations, we can deploy one of our 
other MSSTs up there. 

What the proposal does besides decommissioning, it does allow 
us to retain some of those people from the MSST, and we are re- 
allocating them into law enforcement detachments, which we have 
a high demand signal for right now but a shortfall in terms of our 
ability to provide them. So it is a win-win solution for the Coast 
Guard in my estimation and perhaps a short-term loss in terms of 
numbers of Coast Guard people in Alaska. But I think we will be 
able to cover Alaska adequately, and it is going to provide me some 
resources for higher priority missions. 

Mr. Dent. Thank you. Admiral. I yield back. 

Mr. Aderholt. Judge Carter. 

RIO GRANDE PRESENCE 

Mr. Carter. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Admiral, welcome. Sorry 
I was late. I had another hearing to go to. 

I am going to start off with a question I got last night on the 
phone from Texas. My Senator called me on behalf of the Governor 
and asked me to ask the Coast Guard to put ships on Falcon and 
Amistad Lake, put some kind of armed boat because it has now be- 
come the international highway of drug trafficking. Because of the 
killing on the lake we had up there a while back, people are off the 
lake. And every night it seems like there is just a parade of boats 
coming across the lakes and it has become, quite honestly, a major 
drug smuggling corridor. 

Would it be possible for that? And would you have a type boat 
or ship that you could put on the lakes to patrol those lakes if we 
could find you the resources? 

Admiral Papp. Mr. Carter, I agree with you. And what we have 
done is we have actually done some pulse operations. We have 
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trailered boats up there and put them out, particularly after the 
unfortunate killing that occurred up there. We immediately surged 
Customs and Border Protection. The Border Patrol has put boats 
out there. None of us have the dedicated resources for Falcon Lake 
right now, but we can pull them from other places for the surge 
operations that we do. The return on investment has been very 
small when we have been up there because, as you know, once we 
put a presence up there, they will go into hiding. As soon as we 
leave, they will resume their activities. So perhaps some level of 
persistent presence is required on Falcon Lake. 

We have to look at that in terms of balancing resources with the 
Border Patrol, us, and perhaps looking at State and locals as well. 
But I guarantee you that our Eighth District Commander, Rear 
Admiral Landry, has that on her radar scope front and center and 
we will do our best. 

Mr. Carter. My Governor would like actually a presence on the 
Rio Grande from its mouth as far up as you can get. I would rec- 
ommend an air boat. In some places, it is a little shallow on the 
river. Because I have the highest respect for the Coast Guard and 
their ability to accomplish their mission, I think you would be a 
great resource on the southern border if we could do some planning 
to figure out a way to get you there. That is kind of an off-the-wall 
question. But when the Governor calls, you ask the question. 

Admiral Papp. Sir. 

Mr. Carter. You know, talking about Alaska, I happen to have 
had the great joy of going up and being with the Coast Guard for 
an extended len^h of time two summers ago, and I can personally 
testify that you are operating with some real antiques up there. 
Some of them might even be called museum pieces, but those Coast 
Guardsmen are out there doing their job every day on those things. 
And the President’s budget proposes a 22 percent reduction in the 
Coast Guard’s Deepwater program. It is my understanding this 
pushes back the completion of the eight National Security Cutters 
to 18. And does this also cut the in effect funding for the new Off- 
shore Patrol Cutter? If so, how much does this put cash back in the 
OP acquisition timeline? And more importantly, how many of these 
resources were scheduled for that really fierce environment that 
you have in Alaska? And you really are short of some pretty major 
equipment needs up there. 

NATIONAL SECURITY CUTTERS 

Admiral Papp. Yes, sir. Absolutely. This was nowhere more evi- 
dent than a trip I made just a couple of weeks ago out to San Fran- 
cisco where at the same pier we had our new National Security 
Cutter, the BERTHOLF, and then two of our 40-plus-year-old High 
Endurance Cutters that were there. My heart aches for the Coast 
Guard people who are trying to keep those 40-year-old ships going. 
They are struggling working on engines that you can’t even get 
spare parts for anymore. They are keeping systems working all be- 
cause of their dedication and patriotism, and they are getting out 
there and they are going up into dangerous environments like the 
Bering Sea and conducting some very challenging missions up 
there for our country, protecting our fisheries, rescuing fishermen 
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and other activities. So the sooner we get the National Security 
Cutter out there, the better. 

The second National Security Cutter, the Waesche, was deployed 
off San Francisco. I got up at first light one morning, flew out by 
helicopter and spent the entire day basically from sunrise to sunset 
seeing that ship being put through its paces. There are some people 
that would make the case that it is an extravagant ship that the 
Coast Guard doesn’t need, and I will debate those people until the 
end of the day. It provides us with adequate improvements in 
terms of capabilities, sensors, and systems, allowing us to do our 
job better and in a safer manner and in a way that respects our 
young patriots who step forward to serve their country by putting 
them into something with a little bit more comfort to live in rather 
than the 30-person, dark, dank berthing areas that you find on the 
40-year-old ships that were built when we used to draft people in- 
stead of looking for volunteers to patriotically step forward. So we 
need to get those ships built as soon as possible. 

Now to the core of your question (“Why aren’t we building them 
faster?”), I think if I will paraphrase, is we had problems with this 
acquisition project 4 years ago, and it has taken us a long time to 
straighten out our acquisition practices and come up with a pre- 
dictable, fair, fixed price for the ship going forward. The delay in 
coming up with that fixed price set us behind, and I am now under 
a new constraint of full pricing in any given year for follow-on 
ships. So in other words, I have to get the long lead material costs, 
the production costs, and the post-production costs all in one budg- 
et, which takes up a rather significant chunk of a 1-year acquisi- 
tion funding. 

So when I looked at the balance across the next couple of years, 
[and saw that] we needed to come up with the funding to complete 
No. 5, which is in the 2012 budget, I could not fit the full price for 
National Security Cutter No. 6. Even though I would like to move 
forward on that, I could not fit it within our acquisition budget 
without starving out a lot of other very valuable projects, like our 
patrol boat replacement, our maritime patrol aircraft, our response 
boats that go out to the search and rescue stations. 

So I am confronted with a lot of difficult choices and decisions. 
I made the best reasoned choices in terms of our acquisition 
projects for this given year based upon the rules that I have to op- 
erate under. 


ARCTIC: RESPONSE TO INCIDENTS 

Mr. Carter. Well I, for one, would like to see this committee do 
everything they can. When I was up there, they pointed out that 
the famous Northwest Passage, which people spent a couple of 
hundred years looking for, is now open basically and that there are 
cruise ships that are actually advertising being the first to go 
through the Northwest Passage. And the Coast Guard explained to 
me that once they pass the top of Alaska and start around on the 
Canadian side there is basically nobody, neither the Canadians nor 
our Coast Guard, that have the ability to get to them with the re- 
sources they would need should they have a disaster strike on that 
cruise ship. Literally, our helicopters at a point can’t get there be- 
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fore they run out of fuel. So we are in the Arctic, and we need to 
deal with the resources. 

Admiral Papp. Yes, sir. I met 2 weeks ago with Commissioner 
Gregoire, who is the Commissioner of the Canadian Coast Guard. 
We were discussing our mutual issues in the Arctic. Canada had 
a 600-passenger cruise ship and an oil tanker hoth run aground in 
separate incidents but very close in terms of timing last summer. 
Commissioner Gregoire and the Canadian Coast Guard were 
roundly criticized because they were only able to respond within a 
matter of days. I think in one case 2 weeks. In our case, we would 
not be able to respond, period. 

Mr. Carter. Thank you. Admiral. 

UNMANNED AERIAL VEHICLES 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you. Admiral. What we are going to do is, 
I think we have votes that are coming up pretty soon. So we will 
do a quick second round of questioning. 

Let me shift to the unmanned aerial systems, follow up on that. 
Your fiscal year 2012 budget request nor your 1-page 5-year capital 
investment plan includes the funding for a cutter-based Unmanned 
Aerial System, or UAS. Yet the Coast Guard has continually stated 
that the NSC will not be fully mission capable without the UAS. 

Considering you have been testing cutter-based UAS for years 
with the Navy, why doesn’t your budget include funding for the un- 
manned aerial systems? 

Admiral Papp. You are absolutely right that to get to full capa- 
bility of the system, you do need a tactical ship-born unmanned 
system. But there are other components to the system as well. 
Maritime patrol aviation, which we are investing in; your small 
boats that you run out of the ship, which we are investing in; and 
manned helicopters, which we continue to invest in, are carried by 
those ships as well. So when you look at the entire system, the only 
thing that we are not asking funding for right now is the Un- 
manned Aerial Vehicle [UAV]. And that is primarily because it is 
a cost avoidance for us right now. There is just so much we can 
fit into the budget. And when I look across the government, the 
Navy is experimenting primarily right now with Fire Scout as a 
UAV. And I think it is a prudent measure for us to watch the 
progress that the Navy makes when they make a determination on 
the system that they are going to use. Then we will have identified 
one that is interoperable with us, one that the Navy has invested 
in that we didn’t have to invest in, and I think for the Coast Guard 
that is a good route for us to take and a proper route for someone 
who is enforcing fiscal stewardship as well for our service. 

Mr. Aderholt. So, right now this is basically just a cost avoid- 
ance issue. So you don’t have a certain timeline? 

Admiral Papp. And because the Navy, in their experimentation, 
has not finalized and has not firmly decided that Fire Scout is the 
system that they are going to go with. So I think it is prudent for 
us to leverage off the Navy’s expertise in this, watch where they 
are going. And there are all kinds of things that will save us costs 
because the Navy will set up training systems for this. The Navy 
will have logistics and supply lines set up for whatever they choose. 
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And the Coast Guard will avoid all those costs and he able to take 
advantage of the Navy’s work and save us a little bit of money. 

Mr. Aderholt. What is the impact on the NSC’s interdiction ef- 
fectiveness without the Unmanned Aerial System? 

Admiral Papp. Sir, I am not sure I can fully quantify that be- 
cause there is so much that goes into interdiction of drugs, ranging 
all the way down to basic on-the-ground intelligence. So you have 
to look at the entire picture. We have invested heavily in our intel- 
ligence programs. We are working on bilateral and multilateral re- 
lationships with the South and Central American countries. We are 
leveraging Department of Defense assets that go out and gather 
signals intelligence and human intelligence. And then we still have 
our maritime patrol aircraft. We put helicopters that deploy on our 
ships. 

So if you are looking at the aggregate of all those systems, I 
would say, maybe without a UAV, we are only performing at 90 
percent. I am reluctant to say an exact number on that. What I will 
say is we are not performing at 100 percent. Would I like to get 
a UAV? Of course I would. It makes us all that much better. But 
I think where we are making our investments is the wise area to 
go right now. And then, as I said, we will leverage off the Navy 
and see what they come up with. 

DRUG INTERDICTION 

Mr. Aderholt. As the Mexican drug war rages on I don’t have 
to tell you that the Coast Guard’s effort to interdict drugs being 
smuggled from the source and transit zones is absolutely vital to 
our security. To use a football analogy, I see the Border Patrol as 
defending the goal line and the Coast Guard and other agency 
playing offense deep in enemy territory. However, it appears that 
some aspects of your fiscal year 2012 budget will actually diminish 
your current drug interdiction capabilities. Your fiscal year 2012 
budget proposes to both decommission another High Endurance 
Cutter and extension of the delivery schedule of the replacement 
NSCs. Won’t the combination of these decisions decrease the Coast 
Guard’s drug interdiction capabilities in fiscal year 2012 and for 
the next few years? 

Admiral Papp. Sir, I would say it could decrease. What I am 
going to do is work very hard to make sure that it doesn’t decrease. 
Once again, going back to what I talked about, my experiences as 
the Atlantic Area Commander, those decisions are being made on 
a day-to-day basis, and we will continue to give a high priority to 
drug interdiction. And right now, as projected, we are going to 
meet all the demand signals that JIATF [Joint Interagency Task 
Force] South is asking for in terms of Coast Guard ships and air- 
craft to provide patrol capabilities down there. 

We will also continue to leverage the Navy to the extent that we 
can, to get Navy ships down there with Coast Guard law enforce- 
ment detachments. And I don’t look at this just from my role as 
Commandant of the Coast Guard. One of my other collateral duties 
is I am the Chairman of The Interdiction Committee [TIC]. I report 
directly to the Chairman of the Office of National Drug Control 
Policy. I bring the interagency together to work on these issues. 
And in fact we had our recent TIC meeting where we brought in 
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General Fraser from SOUTHCOM. We are looking at various 
means of making sure that we keep our assets up down there and 
continue to work with the Central American countries in terms of 
bilateral agreements and working with their coast guards and na- 
vies. I have made a trip down to Mexico City to talk to Admiral 
Saynez of the Mexican Navy to continue our cooperation there. 

But you are absolutely right, the Coast Guard and our partner 
agencies need to interdict those large 5- and 6-ton loads as they 
leave Colombia and go up the coast of Central America so they 
don’t reach Mexico and then get broken down into those small 
loads that the trafficking organizations are fighting over and bring- 
ing across our southern border. So to the extent that we can pull 
out the large loads, it helps our Border Patrol colleagues in fighting 
the more intense war that is going on on the land border. 

HIGH ENDURANCE CUTTERS 

Mr. Aderholt. Just briefly before I go to Mr. Price, what is the 
current status of the Coast Guard’s High Endurance Cutter Fleet? 

Admiral Papp. I was going to use a sailor’s term there. But I will 
just say it is poor, sir. In fact, probably if I got to the second and 
third order responses of the question that you gave, the fact of the 
matter that we are decommissioning another one of them in this 
budget does not break my heart because right at this point, across 
the fleet of the 12 High Endurance Cutters we have got, we have 
got about a 75-percent availability, which means we are basically 
losing four ship-years just because of unplanned maintenance. So 
we are only getting about eight to nine ships worth of time on sta- 
tion out there as it is. So the quicker that we decommission these, 
devote our resources to getting the National Security Cutters, 
which will be more reliable out there — I need reliable ships on sta- 
tion. 

We could keep the High Endurance Cutters going, but they are 
just unreliable at this point. I had one that I had to pull off station. 
They have four engines. They have two gas turbines and they have 
two diesel engines. One ship was down there on one engine left, 
trying to maintain station off the coast of Colombia, and two out 
of the three electrical generators were broken down. They had an 
emergency generator left. In order to launch the boat, they had to 
shut off the air conditioning and the refrigerators in the ship just 
so they could launch the boat. That is unacceptable. We have got 
to get those ships replaced soon. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Price. 

ARCTIC: POLAR ICEBREAKERS, BUDGET FOR 

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to turn. Admiral, 
to marine safety and environmental response. But, before I do, I 
want to quickly revisit the matter raised by a number of members 
today; that is our Arctic capability. I was listening carefully to 
what you said, and I appreciate fully your response to the effect 
that this is not just a matter of icebreaker capability, that the im- 
plications are much broader than that in terms of what kind of 
missions the Coast Guard might be required to perform. But I 
wanted to go one step further in terms of specificity with respect 
to this budget. I am glad, I think the Subcommittee is glad, to see 
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the transfer of that $39 million and 180 FTEs from the National 
Science Foundation back into an entirely DHS-fnnded program. We 
have been encouraging that for a long time. 

However, the budget appears to fund reduced icebreaking respon- 
sibilities. It assumes the decommissioning of the Polar Sea in 2011, 
leaving us with only two polar icebreakers in the future. The sec- 
ond large icebreaker that can be used in Antarctica, the Polar Star, 
is being refurbished and not expected to return to service until 
2013. Even with the refurbishment, the Polar Star will only last for 
at most 10 more years. That means the future will have only one 
heavy icebreaker, the Polar Star, when it is back in service and the 
more limited Healy which can really only operate in the Arctic. 

Now other countries have much larger icebreaking fleets, 25 for 
Russia, as I understand it, 18 for Canada. Ours is quite small. I 
am not sure that is the appropriate point of comparison though. 
But I do need some help in matching up the kind of minimal ice- 
breaker capabilities that I think we are hearing you say you need 
with this budget request. And you may want to elaborate on this 
for the record. This is a very detailed question. And also elaborate 
to the extent you can on what the future minimal capabilities are 
likely to look like, assuming that the present projections are going 
forward. 

Admiral Papp. Yes, sir. Well, just as a point of reference — and I 
have studied this extensively. The United States put ships through 
the Northwest Passage back in 1957. They were three Coast Guard 
cutters, ice-strengthened vessels that circumnavigated the North 
American continent. They had been up there working off Alaska. 
People say, “Well, why did they go through the Northwest Pas- 
sage?” It is because our country had a national imperative at the 
time. Each summer, the Navy formed up a squadron of icebreakers 
and Coast Guard cutters to resupply the DEW [Distant Early 
Warning] Line. We had a reason to be up there at that time. And 
Coast Guard cutters and the Navy — and at the time the Nation 
owned six polar icebreakers, four that had been transferred to the 
Coast Guard from the Navy and the Navy was still operating two. 
Ultimately, the remaining two were transferred to the Coast 
Guard. But they were all World War II vintage. And over time and 
because of Coast Guard budgets, we ended up decommissioning 
them until we were able to build the Polar Sea and the Polar Star 
in the early 1970s. Now the Polar Sea and the Polar Star are more 
than 30 years old and are either due for replacement or very, very 
significant renovation. 

So I am pleased, happy, delighted that we are getting the money 
transferred back into the Coast Guard budget to take care of these 
ships because there is another aspect to this as well. We are losing 
our competencies. Because the National Science Foundation has 
not been transferring the funding to use Coast Guard icebreakers, 
we are starting to lose our expertise. We are running out of people 
that have been involved up in the Arctic doing icebreaking and in 
the Antarctic, and that is a perishable skill. Fortunately, we have 
still got a few people around that can do it. 

But what I am confronted with is balancing the resources that 
we have. And with the $39 million, it is not enough — and in fact 
we have been directed to decommission Polar Sea. Given the 
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amount of money that I have, I see that as a wise decision at this 
point even though there will be a gap before we can bring Polar 
Star back in service in 2013. But I cannot see pouring more money 
to repair Polar Sea right now to maybe get a couple of years out 
of that ship. I would rather divert the funds to the reactivation of 
Polar Star, which I know we can get at least 10 years and, between 
you and me, I think probably a couple of years beyond that, which 
will give us time to complete this high latitude study and confirm 
what the Nation needs. 

Ultimately, the answer might be that the Nation wants to lease 
icebreakers. I don’t know. If that decision is made, I will say, 
“Fine,” and we don’t have to train Coast Guard people for it any- 
more. I think the Coast Guard can do it better. But then again, I 
am a Coast Guardsman and that is sort of our attitude. So we will 
do the best we can with the resources that we have been given. 
And in my estimation, my best judgment, our best course of action, 
Healy is in good shape. We can keep her running, and we have got 
sufficient budget authority. We will take the crew and the oper- 
ating funds from Polar Sea and make sure we do a good reactiva- 
tion of Polar Star to give this Nation a sound heavy icebreaker for 
at least another decade or so while we are making those decisions 
on the way ahead. 

Mr. Price. Thank you. We really are short on time now, so let 
me ask the question very quickly. I am referring back to your State 
of the Coast Guard speech. You noted that, “We need to ensure we 
have a sufficient number of inspectors, investigators, and preven- 
tion officers, and that they are keeping pace with the maritime in- 
dustry.” Now your budget request includes $22.2 million to enhance 
maritime safety and environmental response activity. That includes 
$192 new personnel, as I understand. Now this appears to be a 
well-based request. However, after action reports from the Deep- 
water Horizon spill are still ongoing. Can you specify again — and 
you might want to elaborate on this for the record — what concrete 
needs were identified after Deepwater Horizon? How do the 192 
new personnel and the $22.2 million increase address these gaps? 
And with after-action reports still being finalized, do you believe 
there are other areas of concern that could affect the Coast Guard 
operations and could shape future budget requests? 

DEEPWATER HORIZON TAKEAWAYS 

Admiral Papp. Yes, sir. I think the biggest take-away for me 
from Deepwater Horizon was what I knew already, was that we 
lacked the capacity to put on a sustained response to a disaster like 
this. And if I can elaborate, if there is a hurricane, generally we 
ramp up for the hurricane. We deploy Coast Guard forces to re- 
spond to it. 

A hurricane passes over and it is over in relatively short order, 
and we do the necessary repairs and then we can flow Coast Guard 
people back to their regular jobs. We sent 3,000 people down to the 
Gulf of Mexico for Deepwater Horizon. Those aren’t 3,000 people 
that we held in garrison to sit around and wait for disasters to 
happen. These are people that have regular jobs in the Coast 
Guard. So there were many jobs that were not done during that 6- 
to 8-month period that we had all those people deployed. We got 
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set back on a number of initiatives that we would like to be work- 
ing on because the Nation had a higher priority at the time, and 
we flowed Coast Guard forces down there. 

So one of the take-aways — and in this budget what we are asking 
for is something called an Incident Management and Assist Team. 
And this is going to be 87 people. It is part of those 192 people that 
you are talking about. That will form the nucleus of a group that 
would deploy and do the initial setup. In other words, these will 
be our people in garrison. They will have jobs to do. But when 
there is a hurricane or an oil spill or some other natural disaster, 
these are the people who we will immediately deploy down there, 
put them in place to form the nucleus of those incident command 
posts that we set up in response to the disaster. 

So this is something we desperately need. We may need more. 
And if we do, I will come back to you and let you know. But I think 
this is a good start in terms of responding to incidents. Out of that 
192, the remaining 105 is part of a marine safety performance plan 
that we have already identified. We are into, I think, our fifth year 
of this. Because of the growth of the marine industry, the increase 
in regulations, and the acknowledged shortfalls we have had in our 
marine safety personnel, we have had a 5-year plan to restore us 
up to the point where we can adequately respond to the concerns 
of the marine industry. So 105 of those 92 go toward the continu- 
ation of the marine safety plan, and then 87 of those go to this inci- 
dent management assist team that I talked about earlier. 

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I know we are out of time. 
As to the future projected plans and the remaining after-action re- 
ports, I would appreciate your elaborating on that for the record. 

Admiral Papp. Yes, sir. 

[The information follows:] 
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Mr. Price: Can you specify again — and you might want to elaborate on this for the record — 
what concrete needs were identified after Deepwater Horizon? How did the 1 92 new personnel, 
the S22.2 million increase address these gaps? And with after-action reports still being 
finalized, do you believe there are other areas of concern that could affect the Coast Guard 
operations and could shape future budget requests? 

As to the future projected plans and the remaining after-action reports, I would appreciate your 
elaborating on that for the record. 

ADM Papp: Yes, sir. 

RESPONSE: The National Incident Commander’s (NIC) Report, the President’s National 
Commission on the BP Deepwater Horizon Oil Spill and Offshore Drilling’s findings along 
with the other Deepwater Horizon reports significantly adds to a body of important perspectives 
and opinions that the Coast Guard will take onboard and carefully evaluate to identify further 
opportunities for positive, effective preparedness improvements. The Federal On-Scene 
Coordinator’s (OSC) report and the Coast Guard/ Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, 
Regulation and Enforcement Joint Investigation Team Report are forthcoming. 

These reports offer important recommendations on improving Coast Guard oil spill 
preparedness and response capabilities. While some of the findings of the released reports are 
still being reviewed, the Coast Guard has already taken steps to implement various 
recommendations. Some of the actions currently being pursued by the Coast Guard include: 

- Directing Captains of the Port to review Oil Spill Response Plans for offshore 
facilities; 

- Requiring Area Committees to include Worst Case Discharge scenarios for 
offshore facilities in their respective Area Contingency Plans; 

- Working with the National Response Team to review large volume and novel 
dispersant use; 

Reviewing response data management procedures and tools; and, 

Additionally, the Coast Guard is planning on directing significant resources toward improving 
the Nation’s oil spill preparedness and response capabilities in Fiscal Year (FY) 2012. The 
President’s FY 2012 budget request includes significant funding that would increase the Coast 
Guard’s Marine Environmental Response and Marine Safety capabilities. Included in the FY 
2012 request are 87 marine environmental response personnel, which includes a 33 personnel 
dedicated Incident Management Assist Team (IMAT), additional marine environmental 
responders at Sectors, and additional Strike team personnel. Enhancement of these core 
competencies will ensure continued proactive leadership to prevent disasters on U.S. waters, 
and to respond to them when they do occur. 

The Coast Guard will continue to address the recommendations put forth in the after action 
reports. There is more work to be done and the Coast Guard is committed to work diligently 
within the organization and with government partners and industry to implement meaningful 
improvements for future oil spill planning, preparedness, organization, and response. 
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Mr. Aderholt. Well, thank you, Admiral, for being here today. 
Just to follow up, you had mentioned the revisions to the APBs. 
And I just wanted to follow up on the APBs. If you could submit 
these to the Committee, it would be very helpful. 

Admiral Papp. Yes, sir. We would be glad to. 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you again for your presence here before 
the Subcommittee, and we look forward to working with you on the 
fiscal year 2012 budget. 

Admiral Papp. Me, too. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Aderholt. The Subcommittee is adjourned. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE Robert Aderholt 

Admiral Papp, Commandant of the U.S. Coast Guard 
Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security 
FY 2012 Budget Request - U.S. Coast Guard 
March 10,2011 


Recapitalization & Meeting Mission Requirements 

Question: Admiral Papp, please explain how the Coast Guard will monitor the progress of its system-wide / 
fleet-wide recapitalization efforts since the “Deepwater” initiative and organization has been dissolved. 

ANSWER: The Co^t Guard is now the Systems Integrator for all major acquisition projects. The Coast Guard 
continues to mature its governance structure and business processes in order to efficiently and effectively 
recapitalize the Coast Guard. 

In September 2009, the Coast Guard established the Executive Oversight Council (EOC), which is a Flag 
Officer and Senior Executive Service level governance entity. It is comprised of the acquisition enterprise 
leadership (acquirers, sponsors, resource directors, and technical authorities) whose primary function is to 
address issues and events affecting performance, cost, and/or schedule for major acquisition projects. The EOC 
is also responsible for monitoring major risks, addressing emergent issues, reviewing acquisition decision event 
exit criteria, and providing direction to cross-directorate teams. In addition, the EOC serves the Coast Guard 
Acquisition Review Council (CG ARC) which is the primary advisor to the Component Acquisition Executive 
(the Vice Commandant), communicating primarily through a series of annual reviews and decision events for 
all acquisition matters. 

The Coast Guard has institutionalized these changes with updates to several acquisition related guiding 
documents. The Major System Acquisition Manual (MSAM), which was reissued in November 2010, describes, 
in detail, the major systems acquisition management process, the systems engineering life cycle, requirements 
generation, project management planning, and capita! Investment planning. The MSAM also requires a series 
of reports and reviews as part of the project development and acquisition oversight process. Reports include 
monthly and quarterly project reports to Coast Guard and DHS leadership, and the Quarterly Acquisition Report 
to Congress (QARC). The MSAM complies with all DHS acquisition directives (i.e. DHS 102-01). DHS 
provides valuable oversight to Coast Guard Acquisition activities through regular reviews and specific 
Acquisition Decision Events. 

In order to continue improving acquisition governance and processes, the Coast Guard developed a strategic 
plan, the Blueprint for Continuous Improvement. This plan identifies specific goals and measures and tracks 
improvements to the acquisition enterprise ensuring they are aligned with DHS’ acquisition goals and 
objectives. 
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Question: Please submit current Acquisition Program Baselines (APBs) for all surface, aviation, shore, and 
C4ISR investments. These APBs should be current as of the FY12 budget request; include complete details of 
cost, schedule, and performance attributes per acquisition; and include life-cycle costs per asset to include 
projected operational and maintenance costs. 

ANSWER: Requested documents are attached at the end of all responses to Questions for the Record. 

Question: Admiral Papp, since “Deepwater” has been formally dissolved, please state for the record the 
relevancy of the most recently submitted Revised Deepwater Implementation Plan and how this plan relates to 
the current APBs per acquisition. 

ANSWER: The Coast Guard considers the recently submitted Deepwater Implementation Plan (DWIP) to be 
very relevant in that it updates the previous plan with more current information. It documents how the FY 201 1 
President's Budget Request and the FY 2011-2015 Capital Investment Plan support and build upon asset cost, 
schedule, and performance for a significant portion of the Coast Guard’s recapitalization plan. As indicated in 
the recently submitted DWIP, the Coast Guard has disaggregated the Deepwater Acquisition Program Baseline 
(APB) structure and has developed or is in the process of developing individual asset APBs for all applicable 
projects. The DWIP references approved individual asset APBs as appropriate. 

Question: The Coast Guard’s current recapitalization efforts align to a mission needs statement (MNS) that 
was completed in 2004. Since that MNS is approximately seven years old and because the MNS was completed 
by the ICGS systems integrator that is no longer managing the Coast Guard’s recapitalization efforts, what is 
the Coast Guard using to define its current and projected mission requirements? How is the Coast Guard 
aligning its recapitalization efforts to current and projected mission requirements? What is being done to update 
the 2004 MNS? When will it be submitted to the Committee? 

ANSWER: 

Current mission requirements are reported via the Standard Operational Planning Process (SOPP). This annual 
process is the Coast Guard’s operational planning system designed to connect strategic and operational intent to 
tactical mission execution; apportion Coast Guard resources; measure mission performance and resource usage; 
and provide information for strategic, budgetary, readiness, and operational planning efforts. At the strategic 
level, the assessments received through SOPP are one of several inputs that are analyzed by mission managers, 
and then documented in each Mission Performance Plans (MPP). The MPPs set near and long-term 
performance targets and identify actions required to meet those targets. These MPPs are then used to inform 
short and long term budget decisions and priorities for recapitalization. 

Projected mission requirements are also developed through periodic Mission Analysis Reports (MARs). The 
MAR reflects the Coast Guard’s periodic assessment of its future mission requirements. The MAR is a pre- 
decisional document for the acquisition process and also serves as a long range planning tool for mission 
managers. Based on the MAR, the Office of Capabilities (CG-7) may develop a Mission Need Statement (MNS) 
as a formal description of strategic need for a new material solution. In the case of a new asset, CG-7 will then 
develop a Concept of Operations (CONOPS) to describe the way the asset will be used and an Operational 
Requirements Document (ORD) that describes the desirable standards of performance. The ORD is a formal 
“contract” between the Coast Guard Sponsor and the Coast Guard Program Manager and informs recapitalization 
efforts. 

The 2004 Mission Need Statement (MNS) was an update to reflect the external influences that occurred after 
the 1996 Integrated Deepwater System MNS was completed. The primary reason for the update was to indicate 
the enhanced capability and capacity needs to fulfill new post-9/i 1 mission requirements in conjunction with 
the Coast Guard’s assignment to the Department of Homeland Security. The enhanced capability and capacity 
to accomplish Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) goals were also included in the updated 2004 
MNS. 
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The current Program of Record (POR) was developed based on the 2004 MNS and 2004 Performance Gap 
Analysis (PGA). Since 2004, the Coast Guard conducted the Fleet Mix Analysis (FMA) Phase 1 to validate 
asset requirements as the Coast Guard took on Lead System Integrator responsibilities. Currently, the Coast 
Guard is working with DHS to finalize that work in an analysis that seeks to optimize the capabilities purchased 
under the cutter acquisition programs by analyzing performance needs together with the recent documentation 
of actual costs for the NSC and FRC programs. 

The ongoing analyses will inform the FY 2013 budget submission and strengthen FY 2013-2017 CIP 
projections. 

Question: Provide a copy of the fleet mix study and an explanation of how the study is currently being applied 
towards defining the Coast Guard’s mission requirements to the Committee as soon as possible. What is the 
Coast Guard’s estimate for when the fleet mix study and an explanation of its application will be submitted to 
the Committee? 

ANSWER: 

The Coast Guard and DHS are committed to providing Congress with accurate, complete and timely information 
regarding the rationale for any proposed changes to the investment strategy for recapitalization of the Coast 
Guard’s surface and air fleets. The Fleet Mix Analysis (FMA) that was provided to GAO staff to facilitate their 
ongoing acquisition related audits was a pre-decisional, deliberative document that explored various alternative 
asset mixes without regard to cost or mission prioritization. To date, there has been no change instituted to the 
surface programs of record as a result of these or any other acquisition study. 

Question: Please define the “Stem to Stem Review” you cited in your testimony. Please explain and define the 
timeframe for this review, the scope of this review, who will be conducting it. whether or not a third party will 
be involved, and the goals and objectives of this review. 

ANSWER: Coast Guard Deployable Specialized Forces (DSF) - Maritime Safety & Security Teams, the 
Maritime Security Response Team, Tactical Law Enforcement Teams, Law Enforcement Detachment Teams, 

Port Security Units and the National Strike Force - provide a wide array of capabilities to meet complex maritime 
threats. As such, the Coast Guard must ensure that DSF personnel are properly trained, equipped, and supported. 
The Commandant recently directed a flag officer led comprehensive review of all DSF elements. To carry out 
this direction the Deputy Commandant for Operations charted a review that is being led by the Assistant 
Commandant for Marine Safely, Security & Stewardship. 

The Coast Guard’s Deployable Specialized Forces “Stem to Stem Review” is largely an internal review involving 
a broad cross section of Coast Guard subject matter experts. Significant third party involvement is not planned. 
The review team is conducting an analysis of: 

• A Deployable Specialized Forces Concept of Operations that defines how best to utilize and integrate all 
DSF units into the broader Coast Guard capabilities mix; 

• Updated Training and Standardization plans; 

• Recommended changes to Coast Guard personnel assignment policies; and 

• An Integrated Program Management Plan for all DSF units. 

Question: Please provide availability data and maintenance costs of the High Endurance Cutter (HEC) fleet, 
per cutter, over the past five fiscal years. 


ANSWER: Table 1: High Endurance Cutter (HEC) availability reflected as actual operational hours provided for 
each fiscal year (3,300 operational hours is the annual target for HECs). 
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Resource Hours 

FY 2006 

FY 2007 

FY2008 

FY2009 

FY 2010 

CGC HAMILTON 

3,162.8 

3,416.7 

3,224.8 

3.188.8 

3,667.9 

CGC DALLAS 

3.241.3 

3-198.6 

3,275.9 

205.3 

2,487.4 

CGC MELLON 

2,517.5 

3,331.0 

2,983.5 

2,392.9 

3,004.8 

CGC CHASE 

3,653.8 

2,995.3 

3,473.7 

2,180.1 

0.0 

CGC BOUTWELL 

3,018.6 

3,530.0 

2,460.5 

3,207.4 

1,290.2 

CGC SHERMAN 

2,759.6 

1,757.2 

2,867.6 

3,277.5 

4,624.0 

CGC GALLATIN 

2,908.7 

3,034.9 

2,792.7 

64.1 

133.2 

CGC MORGENTHAU 

3.171.2 

3.223.9 

3,525,4 

2,623.5 

1.298.7 

CGC RUSH 

3,028.9 

1,332.8 

3,124.9 

1,890.0 

3,068.3 

CGC MUNRO 

3.023.5 

3,126.1 

3,476.8 

2,837.7 

2,390.1 

CGC JARVIS 

598.5 

2,156.5 

3,180.0 

1,977.8 

3,018.6 

CGCM1DGE1 I 

1,849-7 

4,157.5 

3,392.3 

3.317.9 

3,494.5 
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Table 2: HEC depot level maintenance (AFC-45) costs over the past five fiscal years (see note): 


MainteuaDce Cost 

FY 2006 

FY 2007 

FY 2008 

FY 2009 

FY 2010 

CGC HAMILTON 

$419,881 

$3,236,905 

$1,980,119 

$2,858,037 

$3,933,815 

CGC DALLAS 

$2,267,928 

$1,101,333 

$2,207,616 

$8,447,384 

$3,008,630 

CGC MELLON 

$2,796,685 

$461,730 

$1,159,628 

$1,654,995 

$5,875,743 

CGC CHASE 

$803,825 

$225,823 

$6,114,912 

$1,431,104 

$2,514,285 

CGC BOUTWELL 

$882,564 

$719,734 

$3,547,737 

$3,496,824 

$.3,352,582 

CGC SHERMAN 

$1,436,066 

$2,398,355 

$650,117 

$1,154,484 

$5,122,017 

CGC GALLATIN 

$1,602,190 

$476,384 

$4,366,836 

$15,157,602 

$4,357,301 

CGC MORGENTHAU 

$390,792 

$752,974 

$1,252,489 

$1,947,928 

$6,535,797 

CGC RUSH 

$1,829,526 

$2,232,893 

$1,113,255 

$6,920,119 

$2,251,261 

CGC MUNRO 

$914,171 

$4,195,208 

$459,839 

$3,230,438 

$3,316,880 

CGC JARVIS 

$3,489,601 

$2,371,934 

$988,091 

$5,401,546 

$2,293,952 

CGC MIDGETT 

$3,028,091 

$1,199,334 

S504 514 

$495 071 
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* Note: Fiscal Year 2010 obligations include $8.6 million of American Recovery and Reinvestment Act funding. 


Question: Please provide the current, underlying details and data of the major cutter (per type of cutter) 
mission hour chart provided to staff. Please also provide the current mission hour chart for aviation assets, 
including the underlying details and data per asset type. Finally, please provide the current mission hour chart 
for patrol boats, including the underlying details and data per asset type. 


ANSWER: 

The first two tables below reflect the underlying assumptions about cutler and aircraft availability that were 
used to estimate the annual resource hours available relative to the current agency-defined mission needs 
(presented in the subsequent four charts). 
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Question: Please explain how the decreased availability of HECs combined with the delay in the National 
Security Cutter (NSC) delivery' schedule will impact mission hours, interdiction proilciency. and fulfrllment of 
mission requirements. 

ANSWER: As experienced for the past several yeai^, the deteriorating condition of the High Endurance Cutter 
(HEC) fleet contributes to availabilities that are lower than planned and maintenance and repair costs that are 
higher than planned. Although there was small improvement compared to 2009. in Fiscal Year 2010. the HEC 
fleet achieved only 75 percent of its target availability while maintenance and repair costs rose to a level 300 
percent greater than planned. The decreased HEC availability and NSC delivery delays primarily affect the 
Counter-Drug (CD). Defense Readiness (DR), and Living Marine Resources (LMR) missions. 

Question: Please explain why 0MB Circular A-l 1 is being applied to the award of the production contract for 
NSC #5 when it has not been previously applied to the acquisition of the NSC. What is the impact upon cost 
and schedule of delaying the award of the production contract for NSC #5 until the post-production costs are 
appropriated (as requested in the FY12 budget request). 

ANSWER: Circular A- 1 1 permits exception to the full funding policy only in well documented cases where sud 
an exception will not likely create an unacceptable liability for the federal government or is required due to 
unique circumstances of the acquisition (c.g., nuclear submarines). Recently enacted appropriations for FY 201 1 
fully fund procurement of the fifth NSC. thus there is no adverse impact on cost and schedule anticipated. 

Question: The Coast Guard's budget justifications materials assert the cutter-based unmanned aerial system 
(U.AS) is a priority, but there is no new funding requested for IJAS in the FY12 budget reque.st or in the five- 
year capital investment plan (CIP). Given these facts, how can the Coast Guard stale a ciiltcr-based UAS is a 
priority? Admiral, you testified that the Coast Guard is waiting for the U.S. Navy to complete its testing and 
development of a cutter-ba.sed UAS. Please define what the Coast Guard is precisely wailing for the Navy to 
complete. When does the Coast Guard estimates a decision on cutter-based UAS? What are the adverse 
impacts upon the NSC's operational effectiveness without a cutter-based UAS? 

ANSWER: While Unmanned Aircraft System (UAS) is a priority for the Coast Guard, the highe.st priorities of 
the Coast Guard Air Domain arc to extend aircraft service life, enhance the capability of eurrenl airframes, and to 
recapitalize aged and obsolete air a,ssets. fhc Coast Guard continues to advance its plan for UAS acquisition 
through its partnerships with other government agencies that are developing the UAS Concept of Operations. 

The Coast Guard has been awaiting successful U.S. Navy Operational lest and Evaluation of the Navy Fire 
Scout system. Until completion of this effort- the Navy is unable to fully commit the equipment, components 
and technical assistance required to carry out an Advanced Concept Capability Demonstration aboard the 
National Security Cutler. The Coa.st Guard cannot perform the demonstration without Navy support. 

In order to effectively manage technical risk, the Coast Guard has partnered with other government agencies to 
assess how to most cost effectively implement this technology. 

The Coa.st Guard is .still in the pre-acquisition Need Phase of the Unmanned Aircraft System (UAS) acquisition. 
Need Phase UAS Mission Needs Statements (MNS) and Concept of Operations (CONOPS) documentation for 
both land-based and cultcr-bascd UAS have been drafted and arc in the review process. I'his phase will not be 
complete in FY 2011. In addition to the MNS and CONOPS, the Major Systems Acquisition Manual requires a 
series of Human Systems Integration activities and a completed Capability Development Plan. Acquisition Plait 
and Affordability Assessment. Further, the Acquisition Decision Authority must approve entry into the next 
phase. The Coast Guard and DHS will evaluate Acquisition, Construction, and Improvement funding 
requirenienls to complete these activities when considering future year budget requests. The decision on cutter- 
based UAS acquisition will be made during the next acquisition phase - Anal yze/Select phase. 
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A cutler-based Unmanned Aircraft System (UAS) would augment sun'eillance efforls currently provided 
via embarked helicopters. A cutter-based UAS solution would provide additional maritime surveillance and 
detection capacity. Upgraded sensors and greater persistence associated with deployed UAS could 
effectively extend a cutter’s immediate surveillance horizon. Without organic UAS support, the National 
Security Culler would remain fully mission capable, but its surveillance capability would be limited to 
organic cutter sensors and manned aircralf patrols. 

Question: Please provide an update on the use and acquisition of shore-based U.AS. Please also explain, in a 
classified form, what concept of operations the Coast Guard is considering for the shore-based UAS. 

ANSWER: Since 2009. the Coast Guard's partnership with Customs and Border Protection (CBP) has 
provided an opportunity to jointly test and operate the '‘Guardian"’ maritime Unmanned Aircraft System (UAS). 

In this capacity, the Coast Guard stood up a UAS Branch at Aviation Training Center Mobile and now^ has six 
qualified UAS pilots and two qualified sensor operators, with more training opportunities available. Through 
this joint effort, both Coast Guard and CBP crew s are applying compctencies/experiences to develop tactics, 
techniques, and procedures for maritime UAS. This joint program anticipates deploying the Guardian to 
conduct some counlerdrug operations during FY 2012. The exhaustive test cfTorls and ongoing operations 
continue to provide both Coast Guard and CBP with a greater understanding of critical operating issues in the 
maritime, including ( 1 ) data management and dissemination, (2) advances in maritime sensors and 
communications technology, (3) maturing airspace policies and regulations, and (4) fully developing Coast 
Guard UAS Concept of Operations (CONOPS). 

The Coast Guard is still in the pre-acquisition Need Phase of the UAS acquisition. Need Phase UAS Mission 
Needs Statements (MNS) cind Concept of Operations (CONOPS) documentation for both land-based and cutter- 
based U.AS have been drafted and are in the review process. This phase will not be complete in FY 2011. In 
addition to the MNS and CONOPS, the Major Systems Acquisition Manual requires a .series of I luman Systems 
Integration activities and a completed Capability Development Plan. Acqui.sition Plan and Affordability 
Assessment. Further, the Acquisition Decision .Authority must approve entry into the next phase. The 
Department of Flomeland Security will evaluate Acquisition. Construction, and Improvement funding 
requirements to complete these activities when considering future year budget requests. The decision on land- 
based UAS acquisition w'ill be made during the next acquisition phase - Analyze/Select phase. 

A classified concept of operations (CONOPS) has not been developed. An unclassified initial CONOPS for land- 
ba.sed Unmanned Aircraft Systcm.s (UAS) has been drafted and is in the approval process. The Coast Guard 
envisions that land-based UAS will provide wide-area surveillance and maritime domain aw^areness across nine of 
eleven Coast Guard statutory missions within ports, harbors, inland waterways, coa.sial waters, and the high seas, 
utilizing multiple sen.sors and networked data links. Sensors will be used during all mission phases for aircraft 
navigation, hazard avoidance, and air iraftic services compliance. Once in the mission area, the UAS w'ill perform 
surveillance, detection, classification, and identification mission tasks, and will support prosecution tasks, as able. 
Sensor data will be down-linked from the aircraft to the ground control station, and can be made available to 
federated networks using .standardized protocols for further dissemination to Coast Guard and other government 
agencies’ command and control units, tactical unit.s. and exploitation sites. 

The Coast Guard continues to partner with CBP to explore critical operating issues in the maritime, including (I) 
data management and dissemination. (2) advances in maritime sensors and communications technology. (3) 
maturing airspace policies and regulations and (4) fully developing the UAS Coast Guard Concept of Operations 
(CONOPS). 

Question: Plea.se provide a comparison chart di.spiaying the mission hours requested and tasked by JIATF- 
South and the mission hours the Coast Guard provided for the past five fiscal years, 
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ANSWER: Fhe Coast Guard provides the Joint Interagency Task Force - South (JIATF-S) with capacity from 
three key resources: 1) Major Cutters, 2) Long Range Surveillance (LRS) -- fixed wing aircraft, and 3) Aerial Use 
of Force (AUF) - rotary aircraft. Actual hours requested by the DOD are classified in the Request for Forces 
(RFF). however, the table below represents the mission hours (major cutters and LRS) and days (AUF) alloted to 
JIATF-S per the Coast Guard Statement of Intent, and the actual quantity of major cutter and aircraft hours and 
days provided. The missing data fields in FY 2006 and 2007 reflect a change in mission planning by the Coast 
Guard. Before FY 2008. the Coast Guard did not specifically apportion its mission area support to JiATF-S 
specific for major cutters or LRS. Resource hours were simply apportioned to the "drug interdiction" mission, 
which included other tactical commanders in addition to JlATF-S. Additionally, apportionment days for AUF 
were not added to the Statement of Intent until FY 2008. 



FY2010 

FY2009 

FY2008 

FY2007 

FY2006 

Aiioted 

Support 

Actual 

Support 

Aiioted 

Support 

Actual 

Support 

Aiioted 

Support 

Actual 

Support 

Aiioted 

Support 

Actual 

Support 

Alloted 

Support 

Actual 

Support 

Major 

Cutter 

(hours) 

52,560 

27.780 

52.560 

30,435 

52,560 

41,982 


36.639 


23.590 

LRS 

(hours) 

4.700 

3,579 

4,700 

4.036 

4.600 

4,123 


4.362 


4.055 

AUF 

(davs) 

1,465 

929 

1.465 

934 

1,000 

804 


t.508 

- 

1.261 


Question; The FY2012 request continues to modernize your fleet of HC-I30 Long Range Surveillance 
Aircraft. In particular the request funds the installation of six Center Wing Box replacements? Flow has the 
Coast Guard partnered with other services with C-130 capacity, such as the Air Force, to share procurement 
best practices and leverage buying power? 

ANSWER: The HC-13()H L.ong Range Surveillance (LRS) aircraft is undergoing extensive modifications to 
keep the aircraft mis.sion capable until 2027. Modifications arc accomplished in five discrete segments (DS); the 
first three are in systems acquisition. DSl replaces the unreliable APS-137 radar: DS2 Avionics I Upgrade 
(AlU) provides updated avionics to addre.ss critical obsolescence issues and compliance with international 
requirements; DS3 replaces the center w'ing box (CWB) to address airframe safety concerns: CWB replacement 
is required when an aircraft reaches a specified number of operating hours, ^cycles; DS4 Avionics II completes 
the replacement of legacy avionics; DS5 vvill incorporate a mission system on the flight deck. 

The FY 2012 request will be used to begin installation ofCWBs. order and install certain AlU components and 
fund non-recurring engineering for DS5 Mlssionizaiion. 

The Coast Guard will meet with the U.S. Air Force Warner Robbins Aviation Logistics Center (WRALC) in 
spring of 201 1 to prepare for the prototype installation of a CWB aboard a Coast Guard C-130IL The prototype 
installation is scheduled to start in October 201 1 . 

The Coast Guard partners with the Department of Defense (DoD) (U.S. Air Force. U.S. Navy), and other 
federal agencies to leverage buying power and best practices across the HC-130J and HC-130FI fleets. For the 
1 1C- 130.1. the Coast Guard leverages the combined technical and operational experience of the inlernaliona! C- 
!30J Users Group (JUG). 

Support from DoD ranges from acquiring products and .services from established DoD contracts, such as 
acquiring C- 1 30Js from the Air Force, to using engineering and testing expertise from the Navy. 
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For example: 

• A 2010 agreement with the Navy’s Commander, Operational Test and Evaluation Forces 
(COMOPTEVFOR) will allow most Coast Guard acquisition programs to undergo independent 
testing and evaluation by the Navy. 

• A 2009 memorandum of agreement between the Coast Guard and the Naval Air Systems 
Command (N AVAIR) allows Coast Guard major acquisition programs to leverage Navy services 
including: planning, cost estimation, modeling and analysis, requirements definition, risk 
management, and integrated logistics support. 

• A 2009 agreement with the Navy’s Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command (SPAWAR) 
allows Coast Guard programs to obtain technical and other support serv ices for the research and 
development, design, engineering, integration, acquisition, test and evaluation, installation, and 
life cycle support of Coast Guard command, control, communications and computer systems. 

• ITiil funding for the Coast Guard's 7th and 8th C-130j ($174 million) w-as appropriated in the FY 
2010 Disaster Relief Supplemental to the U.S. Navy and transferred to the U. S. Air Force in 
order to negotiate these two aircraft onto their existing five year option contract with the 
manufacturer. Lockheed Martin. The Coast Guard will leverage Navy and Air Force 
relationships to missionize the aircraft and procure spares. 

The Coast Guard has achieved significant cost savings from quantity discounts and reduced unit prices when 
Coast Guard orders are combined with orders from other DoD departments. Additional benefits include 
reductions in contracting administrative costs and expedited processing times. 

• For the initial purchase of six C-1.30J aircraft, the Coast Guard determined that using the Air 
Force contract was the best alternative because the Air Force did not charge a fee for their 
contracting serv ice, the contract has established rales ba.sed on much larger quantities than what 
the Coast Guard alone needed, and the Air Force had an established C-130J program oftice w ith 
the necessary contracting and other expertise to assist the Coast Guard with aircraft acquisition. 

• Using the standard configuration of the C- 1 .30,1 common among U.S. government users, the 
Coast Guard conlinue-s to benefit from cost savings in aircraft sustainment. 

Question: The FY12 budget requests funding to continue the refurbishment of Cl 30 Hs. The Coast Guard’s 
long range surveillance lleet mix includes C130Js. Given that the new C!30Js are much more capable than the 
H model and they have a longer service life than refurbished Hs. does the Coast Guard have the right H/,1 mix? 
What is the cost-benefit analysis of the H/.l mix that the ('oast Guard proposes to invest in? 

ANSWER; A Coast Guard business case analy.sis. conducted by an outside parly (Naval Air Systems 
Command), concluded that an all-HC-130J licet is the mo.sl clTective and lowest total ownership cost to provide 
Long-Range Surveillance. Search & Rescue, and organic Department of Homeland Security heavy-lift 
capability. 

The current acquisition plan calls for a fleet composition of 16 HC-130Hs and 6 HC-l30Js. With recent HC- 
130H losses and the addition of two HC-130Js funded in the FY 2010 Haiti Relieve Supplemental the Coa,st 
Guard is currently evaluating options to optimize its tied of I.ong Range Surveillance Aircraft. 

The Coast Guard is currently evaluating options to optimize its lleet of Long Range Surveillance Aircraft based 
on a business case analysi.s conducted by Naval Air Systems C'ommand. For example, the report suggested that 
benefit of having a HC-1 30H/.I fleet of 1 1 aircraft of each type rather than the current planned aircraft mix of 1 6 
HC-130Hs and 6 HC-130Js is a 24 percent incrca.se in mission elTectiveness and .$600 million cost avoidance over 
the life of the assets. 
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Maintenance Backlogs 

Question: Please provide a prioritized list of the unfunded, backlogged maintenance needs for cutters and 
aircraft. 

ANSWER: The Coast Guard submits deferred maintenance data quarterly in compliance with the DHS 
Component Requirements Guide for Financial Reporting and the Federal Accounting Standards Advisory Board. 
This quarterly report provides a snapshot of the current deferred maintenance status for the Coast Guard that is 
consistent and repeatable. The last report submitted was for the first quarter of FY 2011: 

• Naval Engineering: Cutters and Boats - $ 97,176,774 

• Aviation Engineering: Aircraft - $ 32.992,932 


The table below provides deferred maintenance by category: 






Deterred .Availabilities and 0\’crhauls 

$ 

$ 

s 

Deterred hmergenev Repairs 

s 

$ 5.000.000 

s 

Deterred Inventorv Reorders 

S 1T978.I43 

S 26.720.789 

$ 4.473.964 

Deterred Inventorv Repairs 

$ I4.239.7KR 

$21.1 12.75.1 

$ 2.127.793 

Deterred Depot Level Replacement 
and Replenishment Project.s 

$ 6.775.000 

$ 37,741,475 

$ 

Dderred Mtindaled Repairs 

.S 

S 

$ 


•5- rfC Jy 




Deferred Maintenance Total 
(Cutters and Boats) 

$97,176,774 



Deferred Maintenance Total 
(Aircraft) 

S 32,992,932 


1 

Deferred Maintenance Total 
(Cutters, Boats, and Aircraft) 

S 1.50,169,706 


1 


In addition to annual appropriations, the Coast Guard received $50 million in supplemental funding (P.L. 
1 1 1-212) in the Operating Expenses Appropriation, of which $4.3.7 million was allocated for depot level 
maintenance. Funds committed from remaining balances ofthe Supplemental help address the deferred 
maintenance backlog. 


Military Quality of Life l.ssues 

Question: Please provide a comprehensive program execution plan for military quality of life issues to include: 
an inventory of current resources for military' housing, facilities, child care services, and other related services 
pertaining to military quality of life issues including operating costs; the projected needs and goals for the Coast 
Guard’s military quality of life is.sues (including, but not limited to housing and child care services); the gaps 
between current resources and projected needs; and the funding schedule for addressing these gaps. 


ANSWER: 

I lDusina : The Coast Guard currently owns iuid maintains 3,978 family houses within and outside the 
continental United States. On average, the Coast Guard spends approximately $27 million annually to maintain 
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the family housing inventory’. The Coast Guard h^ a significant backlog ofhousing improvement, 
maintenance, and recapitalization projects, and is working towards the goal of reducing this backlog to improve 
the quality of life of Coast Guard families and maximize the life of its infrastnieture. The current housing fund 
balance of $14 million (previous proceeds from the sale of real property) does not cover the backlog of military 
housing projects, but the provision within the Coast Guard Authorization Act of 20 1 0 provides the Coast Guard 
with a vehicle to address military housing needs on a recurring basis contingent upon appropriations. The 
Fiscal Year 2012 President's Budget requests $20 million for military housing projects in Astoria, OR and Cape 
Cod. M A. The Coast Guard is in the pn)cess of conveying several pieces of property, and recouping the 
proceeds into the established housing fund for future housing projects, as authorized by the Coast Guard 
Authorization Act of 2010. The Coast Guard housing project request in the Fiscal Year 2012 budget and 
authorities contained in the new legislation will begin to address the backlog of government owned housing 
improvement projects. 

The Coast Guard has also embarked on a comprehensive national assessment of government owned family and 
unaccompanied personnel housing. The results of this asse.ssment will baseline current maintenance conditions 
and help inform housing requirements across the Coast Guard. Specifically, this assessment will determine the 
optimal allocation ofhousing and prioritize where the next maintenance/recapitalization funds will be spent. 

The Coast Guard continues to evaluate opportunities to leverage Public Private Venture tools to improve 
housing conditions and other partnerships. These effort.s./initiatives will all be important to long-term 
management of Coast Guard housing. However, most immediately, the military housing projects contained in 
the President's budgets are the Coast Guard’s highest priorities. These projects are vital to providing military 
members/families in these areas with affordable, suitable housing critical to ensuring operational readiness. 

Enclosure (1) depicts the locations of the Coast Guard’s 3,978 family housing units. 
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Enclosure (1): 


Stato 

City 

Housing 

Stette 

City 

Housing 

Alaska 

Petersburg 

16 

Maryland 

Berlin 

3 


Cordova 

■ 26 


Ocean City 

1 


Homer 

18 


Annapolis 

2 


Sitka 

60 


Baltimore 

1 


Valdez 

30 

Massachusetts 

Cape Cod 

445 


Tok 

6 


Bedford 

15 


Ketchikan 

1 


Beverly 

16 


Kodiak 

406 


Gloucester 

3 





Hanwch i 

7 

California 

Santa Barbara 

a 


Hull • i 

10 


Point Loma 

3 


Martha’s Vineyaid , 

9 


Pt Vicente 

3 


Nantucket 

26 


San Pedro 

2 


Provincetown < 

1 


Mare Island 

4 


South Weymouth : 

■ 54 


Rio Vista 

8 


Wakefield 

12 


Eureka 

62 


Woods Hole 

1 


Ft Bragg 

7 




Monterey 

i 2 . 

Michigan 

Cheboygan 

27 

CAMSPAC 

28 


Frankfort 

2 

Alameda 

298 


Ludington 

4 

Concord 

280 


St Joseph 

2 

Novato 

249 


Dollar Bay 

6 

Yerba Buena Island 

2 


Marquette 

1 

Petaluma 

127 


Sault Ste Marie ^ 

53 




St Ignace 

14 

Connecticut 

Guilftsrd 

9 




Old Saybrook 

2 

Minnesota 

Baudette 

4 

Stratford 

1 




CG Adademy 

4 

Montana 

Havre 

4 

Delaware 

Marcus Hook 

1 

Nevada 

Boulder City 

4 

Florida 

Fort Myers 

8 

New Hampshire 

New Castle 

"2 

Grassy Key 

12 




Marathon 

1 

New Jersey 

Rosebank 

1 

Islamorada 

6 


Sandy Hook 

67 


Jupiter Inlet 

11 


Cape May 

174 


Malone 

2 


Absecon 

11 





Avon 

5 

Hawaii 

Hilo 

5 


Bamegat Light 

8 

Kalaheo, Kauai 

6 


Palermo 

9 

Kahului, Maui 

6 




Honolulu 

6 

New York 

Babylon 

13 

Louisiana 

Grand Isle 

24 


East Hampton 

14 

Grangestlle 

1 


Northport 

11 




West Hampton 

52 

Maine 

Soothbay Harbor 

2 


Coney island 

1 

Cape Elizabeth 

2 


Fort Wadsworth 

253 

Thomaston 

8 


Saugerties 

1 

Kennebeck 

1 




Owls Head 

1 

North Carolina 

Buxton 

45 

Jones port 

12 


Hobucken 

6 

Southwest 

21 


Kill Devil Hills 

1 




Nags Head 

3 




Elizabeth City 

72 
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Enclosure (1): 


Stato 

City Housing State City Housing 

Alaska 

Petersburg 16 

Cordova 125 : 

Maryland Berlin 3 

Ocean City 1 


Homer 18 

Sitka 5 60 

Annapolis 2 

Baltimore 1 


Valdez ^ 

Massachusetts Cape Cod 445 


Tok 6 

Ketchikan ? 1 

Bedford 15 

Beverly 16 


Kodiak 406 

Gloucester ; 3 

Hanwch I 7 

California 

Santa Barbara 6 

Point Loma 3 

Hull • i .10 

Martha’s Vineyaid ‘ 9 


Pt Vicente ; 3 ; 

Nantucket 26 


San Pedro 2 

Mare Island 4 i 

Provincetown * 1 

South Weymouth ■ 54 


Rio Vista 8 

Eureka 62 

Wakefield > 12 

Woods Hole 1 


Ft Bragg 7 



Monterey 2 

CAMSPAC 28 

Michigan Cheboygan 27 

Frankfort 2 


Alameda 298 

Ludington 4 


Concord 280 

St Joseph 2 

Novato 249 

Yerba Buena Island . 2 

Dollar Bay 6 

Marquette , 1 

Petaluma 127 

Sault Ste Me 

St Ignace 14 

Connecticut 

Guilford 9 


Old Saybrook 2 

Stratford 1 

Minnesota Baudette 4 

CG Adademy 4 

Montana Havre 4 

Delaware 

Marcus Hook 1 Nevada Boulder City 4 

Florida 

Fort Myers 8 New Hampshire New Castle 2 


Grassy Key 12 

Marathon i 1 : 

Islamorada 6 

Jupiter Inlet 11 

Malone 2 

New Jersey Rosebank 1 

Sandy Hook 67 

Cape May 174 

Absecon li 

Hawaii 

Avon 5 

Hilo 5 Bamegat Light 8 

Kalaheo, Kauai 6 Palermo 9 

Kahului, Maui 6 

Louisiana 

Maine 

Honolulu 6 New York Babylon 13 

Grand Isle 24 East Hampton 14 

Grangeyile _1 Northport il 

West Hampton ; 62 

Boothbay Harbor 2 Coney island 1 

Cape Elizabeth 2 

Thomaston 8 

Kennebeck 1 

Owls Head 1 

Jonesport 12 

Southwest 21 

Fort Wadsworth 253 

Saugerties ^ 

North Carolina Buxton 45 

Hobucken 6 

Kill Devil Hills 1 

Nags Head 3 

Elizabeth City 72 
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also includes notionaliy proposed levels for Coast Guard members with the $9.3 million increase in the Fiscal 
Year 2012 budget. 
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Maritime Safety and Security' Teams (MSSTs) 

Question: Both the GAO and the DHS Office of the Inspector General reported on the Coast Guard MSST 
program in the past year. The DHS Inspector General's Office stated, ‘The Coast Guard has not conducted a 
comprehensive analysis to validate that the MSST program and structure is the best approach for achieving 
program goals."' The DHS Inspector General concluded the Coast Guard could benefit from determining 
whether the funds spent on the MSST program could be put to more efficient and effective use. Has the Coast 
Guard completed this analysis? If so. what are the findings? 

ANSWER: The Coast Guard is currently undertaking an interna! “Stem to Stem" review of all Deployable 
Specialized Forces units including Maritime Safety & Security Teams, the Maritime Security Response Team. 
I’actica! Law Enforcement Teams (TACLET), Port Security Units and the National Strike Force. Included in thi: 
review is an analysis of how to best integrate and employ all DSF units into the broader Coast Guard capabilities 
mix. The Coast Guard's Deployable Specialized Forces “Stem to Stern Review" is .scheduled for delivery to 
Coast Guard Leadership in FY 2011. 


Budget 

Question: PlejLse provide a comprehensive and detailed (zero-based) list of all proposed reductions to 
professional services, administrative functions, and support functions in the FY12 budget. In this list, please 
compare the actual costs of such ser\’ices in FYIO. the projects costs for the remainder of this fiscal year, and 
the proposed budget for FY12. 

ANSWER: Provided below: 


Efficiencies & Offsets ($000) 

FY 2010 
Actual 

FY201! Estimated 
Remaining^ 

FY 20 12 Budget 
Estimates 

Operational and Program 
Support Reduction 

$2,647,689-' 

TBD 

$2,591,196 

DHS Efficiency Review 

$5,935,523' 

TBD 

$6,038,949 

Non-Operational Travel 

$48,000 

TBD 

$38,000' 

Prote.ssiona! Sendees 

$439,428 

TBD 

$370,742' 

Standard Workstation Help 

Desk Consolidation 

$65,000 

TBD 

$58,100’ 


' Per Seelion 1601 of the Department of Defense and I- uli-Y car Continuing Appropriations Act. 2011, the Coast Guard is developing expenditure 
piiuis for FY 201 1 ha.sed on the recently enacted full year appropriation. 

■ FY 2010 Operating Expcn.ses non-pay (PPAs I and 11 excluded) actuals exclude non-pay funding for Overseas Contingency Operations, hut account 
for reductions a,ssociated with the Operational and Program Support reductions. Other adjustments made within the Operating Expenses appropriation 
reflect a net decrease from FY 2010 actuals to the FY 2012 President's Budget. 

' FY 2012 Operating Expenses (PPA i! excluded) budget estimates do not include funding for Overseas Contingency Operations, but account for 
reductions u-ssocialed with the Administrative Savings Initiative. Othw adjustments made within the Operating F.xpenses appropriation rcllect a net 
increase from FY 2010 actuals to the FY 2012 President's Budget. 

’ ReOects a more than 25 % reduction in non-opcraliona! travel. 

' Rellccts FY 2010 actuals associated with advisory and a.ssi.stance services {Object Class 25.1) for the Coast Guard's Operating Expenses and 
Aequisiiion. Construction, and Improvements appropriations. 

Reflects estimated funding to support the Coa.sl (iuard .Standard Workstation. 
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Question: Please provide the complete underlying details to all technical adjustments and base re-allocations 
as listed on page CG-OE-2 ofthe FYI2 budget justification materials. 

ANSWER: The following details are provided to support the base funding reallocations proposed in the FY 

2012 President's Budget. 

Reserve Force Contract Conversion: The proposal shifts funding from Program/Project Activity (PPA) IV 
(operating funds and unit level maintenance) to PPAs I/II (military/civiiian pay and benefits) to fund 13 (eight 
military and five civilians) Full-time Equivalents (FTE). Short-term support provided by Reserve Active Duty 
Operational Support personnel will be replaced by permanent active duty personnel at the Coast Guard Security 
Center to adjudicate security clearances. Due to the inherently governmental aspect of security and suitability 
determinations, only federal employees can make final determinations. This conversion in turn frees up reserve 
personnel to train for and deploy in response to contingencies consistent with the purpose ofthe Reserve 
workforce. 


Military to Civilian Transfer: The proposal converts military' billets to civilian billets for billets associated with 
inherently civilian functions. The proposal is net budget neutral and shifts funding from PPA I to PPA 11. 
Positions previously funded by PPA I with inherently civilian functions would be funded by PPA II under this 
proposal. Examples of billets converted from military to civilian include positions at the National Maritime 
Center, Coast Guard Headquarters. Recruiting Command and Training Centers, and field units. 

PPA Fimding Technical Transfer: This proposal reallocates funding to the appropriate PPA to align with Coast 
Guard financial policy and the modernized operations and support organizations of the Coast Guard. The 
adjustments do not in any way alter the purpose of the funds appropriated; however, the proposed reallocation 
would allow the Coast Guard to manage funding in a manner consistent with how the funding is executed. 
Adjustments include; 

• Reallocate base funding residing in PPA IV to PPA III (training and recruiting) to properly source 
functions primarily executed at Coast Guard training centers. 

• Reallocate and centralize base funding for hardware and network services to PPA V (centrally managed 
accounts) consistent with how funding will be managed. 

• Centralize base funding for Secure Internet Protocol Router Network operations from PPA IV to PPA V 
consistent with how' funding will be managed. 

Multi-Sector Workforce Rehalanointi Initiative: As reflected in the FY 201 1 PresidenCs Budget, the Multi- 
Sector Workforce Rebalancing Initiative (MWRI. fonnally the DHS Balance Workforce Strategy) was 
estimated to provide a net savings of $14.5 million (reductions taken from PPAs III and IV) by converting 
contract funding to 300 FTE ( 1 85 civilians & 1 1 5 military). Using DHS tools and criteria, the Coast Guard 
reviewed and evaluated 42 contracts. The 2012 request adjusts the original FY 201 1 estimates by increasing the 
civilian FTE from 1 85 to 286 and decreasing military FTE from 1 1 5 to 29 for a total of 3 1 5 FTE (i.e., 1 5 more 
than anticipated in Fiscal Year 2011). The budget neutral technical adjustment accounts for military to civilian 
conversions, the additional 1 5 FTE to be converted, and PPA funding adjustments to align with identified 
professional service contract reductioas. 


Aviation Safety & Mishaps 

Question: Please list the major aviation mishaps that have occurred over the past two years, the a.ssociated 
injuries and fatalities to any and all individuals involved, and associated resource costs. Please explain the 
actions the Coast Guard had undertaken over the past year with regards to aviation safety. What is planned for 
the remainder of this fiscal year and for FY12. 
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ANSWER: The table below summarizes major Coast Guard aviation mishaps over a 22-month period beginning 
in September of 2008; 


Tail/l'ype/Mishap 

Date 

Injuries/ 

Fatalities 

Cost to Repair or 
Replace 

6505/H65/Hoist Mishap 

04Sep08 

0/4 

Undetermined 

1 705/HC i 30/Midair w/ USMC helicopter 

29Oct09 

0/9 

$70.0M 

2139/HU25/Nose gear collapse 

17Nov09 

0/0 

$ 1.5M 

6028/H60/F]ight into mountainous terrain 

03Mar!0 

2/0 

$18.3M* 

6523/H65/Flight into w^ater 

20AprI0 

0/0 

Undetermined 

6581/H65/Hard landing during training 

29AprlO 

0/0 

$ 2.7M 

6017/H60/Wire strike 

07 Julio 

1/3 

S18.3M 


* SI 5.5 million was provided in the 2010 Disaster Relief Act (P.L. 111-112). An additional $2.8 million 
was expended using Coast Guard funds prior to the supplemental appropriation. 

Individual mishap investigations did not conclusively identify a singular common cause for the negative trend in 
aviation safety. Therefore, the Coast Guard chartered an Aviation Safety Assessment Action Plan (ASAAP) to 
collectively analyze the mishaps from an organizational systemic perspective. The ASAAP consists of live 
.separate components (see below) that each analyzed the mishaps and evaluated organizational and cultural efTects 
contributing to mishaps. 

The five specific components of the ASAAP are: 

AC I ; Operational Hazard Analysis (completed) 

AC2: Aviation Data Collection and Aviation Safety Survey (completed) 

AC3: Aviation Leadership Improvement Focus Group (ALIFG) Study (completed) 

AC4: Independent Data Analysis and Process Assessment Study (completed) 

ACS: CGAA Industry Benchmarking Study (in progress) 

Four of the five ASAAP components are completed and the fifth will be completed later this year. The findings 
of the four analysis components have produced numerous action items to improve aviation safely. Many of the 
actions items have been implemented (policy & procedural changes, training program enhancements, etc.) and the 
longer term action items are in progress. Fleet wide briefings of the ASAAP findings commenced to inform field 
units of the findings and maintain the focus on aviation safely. The briefings are approximately 50 percent 
complete and will continue to ensure all aviation units and associated command and control personnel benefit 
from the study’s findings. 

The plans for the remainder of this year and for FY 2012 include refinement of ASAAP recommendations 
following completion of the fifth analysis component. Also, the process of implementing ASAAP 
recommendations will continue as well as continual self evaluation to belter prevent future mishaps. 


Question: PIea.se explain how the Coast Guard is planning and budgeting for reset needs with respect to assets 
lost in the course of operations. 

ANSWER: The table below is a summary of recent aircraft losses and the status for replacement. The Coast 
Guard is currently asse.ssing the optimal solution for the replacement of two H-65 aircraft (6505 and 6523) lo.st in 
operational mishaps. 


Summary of Aviation Mishaps and Replacement Status 




351 


Type 

Name 

Date Lost 

Air Station 

Area of Support 

Current Status 

C-130 

17i0 

June 2006 

Kodiak. AK 

Aiaska,''Pacific 

Replacements funded in the Fiscal Year 2010 

Disaster Relief and Summer Jobs Act of 20 10 (P.L. 

11 1-212); $174 million (transferred from U.S. 

Navy) for two C-130is. $15.5 million for one H-60. 

!705 

Oct. 2009 

Sacramento. CA 

Pacific Area 

H-60 

6028 

Feb. 2010 

F.iizabeth City, NC 

Mid-Atlantic 

6017 

July 2010 

Sitka, AK 

Alaska'Pacific 

Replacement funded in the Fiscal Year 2012 
President's Buduet. 

H-65 

6505 

Sept. 2008 

Barbers Point. HI 

Pacific .Area 

TBD. 

6523 

Apr. 2010 

Detroit, MI 

Great Lakes 


Multi-Sector Workforce Rebalancing Initiative 

Question: How many civilian employees have been hired under the multi-sector workforce re-balancing 
initiative in the current fiscal year, how many are projected to be hired by the end of the ciurent fiscal year, and 
how- many are projected to be hired in Fyi2? Please list the specific tasks and occupations for each position 
compared against current capabilities. Finally, please compare the net present value of the federal workers 
hired compared to the life-cycle costs of the comparable contractor for which the federal employees are 
intended to replace. 


ANSWER: To-date, 26 out of 286 civilian employees associated with the Coast Guard's Multi-Sector 
Workforce Rebalancing Initiative (MWRI) have been selected and are on-board. The remaining 260 employees 
are expected to be hired by the end of FY 201 1 . 

Attached is Schedule K in the Operating Expenses section of the FY 2012 budget request that contains the 
positions associated with the MWRI (includes both civilian and 29 military personnel for a tola! of 315 
positions). The respective position titles provided in the list reflect the work to be performed by each of these 
federal employees and the commensurate work/positions provided under contract. 


A 20-year Net Present Value (NPV) analysis associated with the savings generated by MWRI was completed by 
Coast Guard. The NPV analysis yielded an estimated 20-year savings of $245 million using the following 
assumptions: 


1. Contract values are escalated by the Employment Cost Index (2.35 percent) obtained from 
Bureau of Labor and Statistics. 

2. Full-Time Equivalent (FTE) costs are inflated using Department of Defense revised out-year 
inflation guidance for the FY 201 1 President’s Budget (2.3 percent pay) and (1.7 percent non- 


pay). 

3. An adjustment was made to include the costs associated with the Militaiy Medicare-eligible 
retiree Health Care Fund for the 29 military members. 

4. As per Office of Management and Budget Circular A-94. a 3.9 percent discount rate was used to 
complete the NPV analysis. 
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Question: What is the total funding associated the multi-sector workforce re-balancing initiative in FY1 2 
(including base funding)? 

ANSWER: The FY 2012 President's Budget proposes $484,000 in savings associated with the Coast Guard 
insourcing of one professional service contract to government service, requiring four new' full time positions. 

The Multi-Sector Workforce Rebalancing Initiative (MWRL formally the Department of Homeland Security 
Balance Workforce Strategy) was estimated to provide a total net savings for the Coast Guard of $14.5 million 
in FY 201 1 by reducing contracts and converting contract funding to 300 Full-Time Equivalent (FTE) 185 
civilians & 1 15 military. Based on contract conversion analysis, the 2012 request adjusts the Coast Guard 
original Fiscal Year 201 1 estimates by increasing the civilian FTE from 1 85 to 286 and decreasing military FTE 
from i 15 to 29 for a total of 315 FTE (i.e., 15 more than anticipated in Fiscal Year 2011). The FY 2012 budget 
neutral technical adjustment accounts for military to civilian conversions, the additional 1 5 FTE to be 
converted, and associated Program. Project and Activity (PPA) funding adjustments to align with identified 
professional service contract reductions. 


Reception and Representation Funds 

Question: How does the Coast Guard plan to utilize its reception and representation expenses in FY12? 

ANSWER: The Coast Guard will utilize reception and representation expenses in FY 2012 to facilitate 
burgeoning and established relationships with other countries and organizations that enhance Coast Guard 
mission effectiveness. The funds will be distributed to, and centrally managed by the OtTice of the 
Commandant in order to ensure the funds are properly utilized in accordance with federal statute. 

Specifically, the hinds will be utilized to pay for receptions at senior official quarters (Commandant. Vice- 
Commandant. Chief of Staff, Deputy Commandant for Operations, and Area Commanders) where these 
individuals will host heads of foreign Coast Guards. Navies, and military organizations, as well as build 
partnerships with other entities and federal agencies outside of the Department of Homeland Security. These 
senior officials will also use these funds to purchase representational items to present during their official travel. 


Question 26: To date, how much ha.s been spent in FYl i ? What is the plan for the remainder of the fiscal 
year? Please provide detail for each expenditure. 

ANSWER: $6,648 has been spent to date in FY 201 1. The plan for the remainder of the fiscal year is to utilize 
reception and representation expenses to facilitate buiiding/mainiaining relationships with other countries and 
organizations as necessary and within budgetary constraints. The below table contains the details for each of 
the FY 201 1 expenditures. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE David Price 

Admiral Papp, Commandant of the L.S. Coast Guard 
Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security 
FY 2012 Budget Request - U.S. Coast Guard 
March 10,2011 


Icebreaking 

Question: I am pleased to see that your budget transfers $39 million and 1 80 FTEs from the National Science 
Foundation for polar icebreaking, putting this activity back into an entirely DHS-funded program. This is a 
move we have encouraged for a few years. 


In the recent State of the Coast Guard speech, you focused on expanding respon.sibilities for the Coast Guard in 
the Arctic, where retreating ice has spurred an increase in maritime activity. However, this budget appears to 
fund reduced icebreaking responsibilities. It assume.s the decommissioning of the Polar Sea in 2011. leaving us 
with only 2 polar icebreakers in the future. Of note, the second large icebreaker that can be used in 
Antarctica — the Polar Star— is being refurbished and is not expected to return to service until 2013. Even with 
this refurbishment, the Polar Star will only last for T-IO more years. This means that in the future, we will only 
have one heavy icebreaker (the Polar Star when it is back on service) and the more limited Healy which can 
really only operate in the Arctic. In comparison, other countries such a.s Russia and Canada have a much larger 
polar icebreaking licet {25 and 1 8 respectively). 

Other countries, such as Russia and Canada, have very extensive polar icebreaking fleets and polar operations. 

In comparison, ours is quite small. What is at stake in the polar region? Why aren't we more involved, like 
these other countries? 

ANSWER: 

The U.S. has economic, security and environmental interests in the Arctic Region as outlined in National Security 
Presidential Directive (NSPD)-66/Homeland Security Presidential Directive {HSPD)-25. Arctic Region Policy. 
Pertaining to Coa.st Guard operation.s, interests include enforcement of domestic laws and international treaties, 
protection of fisheries and other natural re.source.s. maritime domain awareness, search and rescue missions in 
U.S. waters, and support for national security operations. 

Russia has the largest coastline tangential to the Arctic and a fleet of ice-capable river- and ocean-going vessels 
that is reflective of that expanse. Both Russia and Canada use government icebreaking assets for sea-lift supply 
activity within their territorial seas’. Ru.ssian icebreakers also support tourism throughout the Arctic Ocean. The 
U.S. government does not engage in or support such commercial activity that would require the same type of 
icebreaking support. To the extent that all three countries use icebreakers to support scientific study, including 
mapping the continental .shelf in the Arctic, U.S. icebreaking assets are commensurate with other countries. 

Question: Admiral Papp, if we are serious about protecting our Arctic national interests and resources, is there 
a longer-term plan to improve the Coast Guard's icebreaking capabilities? Or are you being asked to do more 
with less? 


Arctic Marine Shipping A-ssessment 2009 Report. Arctic Council. 





356 


ANSWER: With resources requested in the 2012 Budget, the Department of llomeiand Security will lead a 
government-wide icebreaking requirements analysis modeled after the comprehensive study produced for the 
President in 1 990. This analysis will help formulate the acquisition plan for future icebreaking capabilities and 
capacity. 

Based on the current level of maritime activity and existing projections, CGC HEALY along with CGC POLAR 
STAR scheduled for reactivation in FY 2013, will provide sufficient federal polar icebreaking capability over the 
next seven to ten years. 


Question: Given the need to maintain access to the polar regions of the globe for a variety of national security 
and economic reasons, as well as for scientific purposes, how does this budget reque.st, which eliminates one 
heavy icebreaker, support the Coa.st Guard's efforts to develop and maintain its polar capabilities? Is this 
budget adequate to sustain the signi ficant strategic interests we have in the emerging Arctic waters? 

ANSWER: The FY 2012 budget proposal to return polar icebreaking budget authority to the Coast Guard will 
enhance the Coast Guard's ability to maintain its polar icebreaking capabilities. The proposal will allow the 
Coast Guard to make direct training and maintenance decisions tor the icebreakers that it operates. Additionally, 
the FY 2012 Budget includes operation and maintenance funding to support the continued reactivation of CGC 
POLAR STAR in Fiscal Year 2013. Furlhennore, tlie FY 2012 DHS Budget proposal includes S5 million to 
develop long-term Federal polar icebreaking requirements and the acquisition plan for 21^' Century icebreaking 
capability. 


Question: To build a new icebreaker, it takes between 7-10 years and will cost a!mo.st SI billion. We should 
be building this now so a new one is operational when the Polar Star needs to be decommissioned. Where are 
you going next? Will the Coast Guard be down to one icebreaker in less than 10 years? 

ANSWER: Once the Coast Guard completes the CGC POLAR STAR reactivation project in FY 2013, the 
projected service life of the ship is seven to ten years. CGC POLAR STAR is intended to provide a bridge until 
long-term Federal ice breaking capability requirements are evaluated and implemented. 

The Department of Homeland Security FY2012 Budget includes $5 million to determine long-term Federal polar 
icebreaking requirements and the acquisition plan for 21^‘ Century icebreaking capability; this analysis will 
evaluate all available options, including material/non-maierial and governmenCnon-govemment alternatives. 

National Security Cutter 


Question: Over the past six months, 0MB has told the Coast Guard that it cannot sign a contract for new NSCs 
unless the agency has ail funding for the NSC appropriated — long lead time materials, construction costs, and 
post-production costs. This is a change from the past lour awards. Typically post-production funds arc not 
required until about five years after long lead-time materials are acquired, which means that some of the.se 
dollars may be unobligated for a .significant period of time or may expire. 

The 201 2-2016 Capital Investment Plan foresees substantial cost increases for future NSCs. with a 9 percent 
increase from NSC-5 to NSC-6 alone. Specifically, this shows that the Coast Guard will require $775 million 
for NSCs in 2012. $795 million for NSCs in 2014. and $853 million for NSCs in 2015. Limited costs are 
shown thereafter as all NSCs are anticipated for delivery by 2018. 

Admiral Papp, you've recently been told by 0MB that you are required to have all funding in hand for NSC-5 
and the remaining 3 NSCs before signing any contract for ship production, including all post-production costs. 
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What impact does this have on the deiiverv' of these cutters? Will the schedule for the 5'^ NSC slip? What 
about the others? 

ANSWER: Full funding for NSC-5 was provided in recently enacted 201 1 year long appropriations, thus no 
schedule change is currently anticipated for procurement of this ship. Adherence to the full funding policy 
protects taxpayers from the risk of unfunded government liabilities. With the change to a fixed price contract 
structure for the NSC program, the Coast Guard has gained considerable control over acquisition pricing and 
schedule. The Coast Guard also notes that its post-production activities primarily comprise the critical 
certifications needed to make the ship operational for its intended missions. Thus, post-production activities 
must be completed in a timely manner. 

Question: Based on the Coast Guard's Capital Investment Plan, costs for these cutters iire expected to rise by 9 
percent from NSC-5 to NSC-6. Is this due to the decision to have all costs on hand before award for an NSC 
can be made? If so, how much will costs increase overall under this scenario? How is this being a good 
steward of taxpayer dollars? 


ANSWER: 

The planning estimates provided in the Coast Guard's Capital Investment Plan provide one type of input for 
future funding requests, but cannot be used to accurately analyze or predict total cost. The co.sl of the NSC 
program is particularly dilTicull to predict due to complex contracting negotiations. The Coast Guard believes 
that the new fixed price structure will help make costs more predictable. 

Question: W'hat impact would the schedule and cost delays have on the readiness of the High Endurance 
Cutter feet, which is already experiencing challenges associated with decreased availability and increased 
maintenance costs? 

ANSWER: 

The age and condition of the High Endurance Cutter (I lEC) fleet is the chief factor affecting readiness. Until 
the diminished capacities of these legacy assets are tilled through replacement by the National Security Cutter, 
the Coast Guard will continue to prioritize HEC operations to ensure critical mission sets are carried out. 

Question: In light of OMB's recently changed position to withhold funding to award NSC-5 until the Coast 
Guard is in receipt of sufficient appropriations to fully fund the ship, if the Committee were to provide 
additional funds for the total acquisition costs of NSC-5 in FY 201 1 to avoid schedule delays and as.sociated 
cost increases, how would that change your budgetaiy requirements for 20 1 2? Would you try to move forward 
the procurement of NSC-6 or seek to repurpose the $77 million requested to other Coast Guard acquisitions? 

ANSWER: Full funding for NSC-5 was provided in recently enacted 201 1 year long appropriations. Proposals 
in the FY 2012 Budget that were funded in 201 1 are currently under review. 


Facilities Needs In Elizabeth City 

Question: Previous funding has been provided to update the aquatic facilities at Elizabeth City for rescue 
swimmer training. In 201 1, of the $69.2 million requested for shore facilities. $12 million was to replace Thrun 
Hall, a 40-plu,s year old barrack that does not meet current life safety and berthing standards, located at the 
aviation training center. Since the 201 1 budget has not been enacted, the Coast Guard's shore facilities funding 
carries on at the 201 0 rate of $27. 1 million. Because this funding level is 60 percent less than requested, it is 
unclear which of the 201 1 shore facilities requests will move forward. How are you making that decision? 
What happened with the work requested in the 201 1 budget? Will it be done in future years? 
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ANSWER: Funding for shore facilities requested in the FY 201 1 President's Budget was appropriated in the 
recently enacted 20 1 1 year long appropriation. 

Question: The 2012 budget requests $250,000 forsurv'ey and design work at the Air Station in Elizabeth City 
in support of future facilities modifications. What additional facility improvements are being contemplated for 
the Air Station at Elizabeth City? When do you anticipate they would be done? 

ANSWER: The Suney and Design funding for Air Station Elizabeth City in the President's FY 2012 Budget 
Request will support planning and project development for a multi-phased project to recapitalize and 
consolidate facilities at the Air Station. When completed, the Air Station's main hangar, along with 
maintenance, operations, and administrative facilities will be recapitalized and consolidated from several aging 
buildings into two or three buildings. The results of Survey and Design work will determine the scope of the 
recapitalization and consolidation of the facilities at the Air Station. Once these planning factors are identified, 
a planning proposal will be developed and reviewed during the Shore Facilities Requirements List planning 
prioritization process. Completion date of the project is dependent on prioritization, funding, and contract 
issuance. 


Capital Investment Plan 

Question: Consistent with last year, the budget includes a one-page Capital Investment Plan (CIP) for fiscal 
years 2012-2016. The CIP continues to contain no background information or justification: it is just a table 
reflecting out-year funding requirements for acquisitions, construction and other necessary improvements. 1 
have said this before, the Capital Investment Plan should include supporting documentation outlining the 
planned uses of requested funding by asset or program. It should note changes from the previous year's Capital 
inve.stment Plan or departures from the most recent program baseline, and provide detailed justification for the 
same. This failure means that sve have no insight into whether these changes reflect considered policy decisions 
or were the result of more arbitrary outside factors. The lack of clarity and transparency in this long-overdue 
plan is not acceptable. Admiral Papp. v\ith this one-page Capital Investment Plan covering fiscal years 2012- 
2016. how can you assure me that your acquisition request is valid and fully supported by details we cannot sec 
behind this plan? 

ANSWER; Recapitalization of aging ships, boats, aircraft, shore facilities, and Command, Control. 

Computers, Communications. Intelligence. Surveillance, and Reconnaissance (C4ISR) .systems is vital to 
stem the decline in mission readiness and to meet Coast Guard mission requirements. The out-year funding 
projections in the FY 2012-2016 Capital Investment Plan (CIP) are planning estimates for funding Coast 
Guard's recapitalization priorities and are based on the best available information at the time the FY 2012 
President's Budget Request wa.s submitted. The FY 2012-2016 CIP continues Department of Homeland 
Security (DMS) approved Coast Guard acquisition programs including sustainment of ship.s. boaUs, shore 
facilities and C4ISR systems, within preliminary topline funding levels that will be finalized under the DHS 
Future Years Homeland Security planning process. 


As part of the Coast Guard's and DHS' normal planning, programming and budgeting processes, the CIP will be 
reviewed annually and updated in conjunction with the President's Budget Request. Additional detail regarding 
each project within the CIP is included in the FY 2012 Budget. 
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Question: fn the future, we need more credibility in the CiP. Can you assure me that next year, with the 2013 
budget request, we w ill receive a CIP that outlines all the planned uses of requested funding by asset or 
program, notes changes from the previous year’s Capital Investment Plan or departures from the most recent 
program baseline, and provides detailed justification for the same? 

ANSWER: The Coast Guard’s Capital Investment Plan (CIP) is developed specifically to respond to the 
associated legislative requirement. The Coast Guard will continue to work with the C'ongress to provide the 
information that it requires. 


Surge Operations 

Question: 2010 was characterized by major surge operations by the Coast Guard, to include responses to the 
Haiti eartliquake and the BP Deepwater Horizon Oil Spill. These surge operations made 2010 an exceptional 
operational year, and further stressed existing aged and obsolete cutters, boats, aircraft and support 
infrastructure that are in dire need of recapitalization. Furtheimore, these extended surge operations strained 
workforce readiness due to increases in op-tempt) and deferred training. These surge operations highlighted 
challenges in the Coast Guard's ability to meet expanded, post 9/1 1 mission requirements and to sustain 
responses to simultaneous, large scale operations without degrading mission performance in other areas. In 
fact. Admiral Papp in his February 201 1 State of the Coast Guard speech indicated that the agency “may need to 
reduce the number and range of missions to achieve proficiency in their most needed capabilities” What impact 
did the two longer term surges have on your equipment and personnel? 

ANSWER: The Coast Guard allocates its multi-mis.sion assets to the Nation's highest order needs. In the cases 
of the operational responses to the Haiti earthquake and Deepwater Horizon Oil Spill, assets were diverted from 
routine planned mission assignments at the time to provide the initial search and rescue response and long-term 
mission support for the disasters. Short-term reductions in missions such as drug and migrant interdiction were 
nece.ssary to surge forces in support of these emergencies. These extended surge operations also result in deferred 
training and maintenance. 

The Supplemental Appropriations Act of 2010 (P.L. 111-212) provided $50 million in Operating Expenses for the 
Coast Guard related to expenses for disaster response activities for the Haiti earthquake. ITie funding provided 
relief to the Coast Guard for operating and personnel costs expended for the response, and provide funds to 
reconstitute readiness through increased depot-level maintenance. To date, the Coast Guard has obligated $33.2 
million of those funds and has another $8.4 million committed for depot-level maintenance needs. Of the $50 
million total appropriated through the supplemental. $43.7 million will be dedicated to depot-level maintenance. 

For the BP Deepwater Horizon Oil Spill, the Coast Guard's direct costs, including supplies purchased for the spill, 
contractors hired, travel orders, and reservist pay and benefits were reimbursed from the Oil Spill Fdability Trust 
Fund (OSLTF) Emergency Fund and the Fund recovered those costs from the Responsible Parly. Consistent with 
Coast Guard’s multimission responsibililies, costs to operate assets diverted from regular operations to the oil .spill 
response were funded by regular appropriations. Due to the unusually long engagement period for response, 
regular maintenance for some assets was deferred, which could result in higher maintenance costs. 

The two incidents described above stressed the Coast Guard Reserv’e by requiring the extended mobilization of 
approximately 2,800 selective reservists. The Coast Guard may conduct an involuntary recall of Reservists under 
Title 14 for a maximum of 120 days within a two-year period, and no more than 60 of these days may tall w ithin 
a four-month period. 
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Question: Admiral Papp, what did you mean when you said in your State of the Coast Guard speech that you 
may need to reduce the number and range of missions? Will you be deploying to fewer disasters? 

ANSWER: The Coast Guard's FY 2012 Budget sustains front-line operations, including the Deployable 
Operations Group, and other maritime security units. The Coast Guard continues to evaluate its mission 
requirements and type of activities in a post-9/11 environment. Additionally, the Coast Guard will continue to 
evaluate operational requirements and determine whether changes in capability, capacity, doctrine and training 
are needed to perform required activities. For example, the Coast Guard has chartered an internal “Stem to Stem 
Review" of Deployable Specialized Forces (DSF) to. among other things, define how to best utilize and integrate 
all DSF units into the broader capabilities mix. There may be better, more efficient, and safer ways to perform 
Coast Guard missions in a post-9/1 1 environment. 

In accordance with sound risk management principles, the Coast Guard will continue to deploy people, platforms, 
assets and resources to disasters while balancing the required level of service to provide safety, security, and 
stewardship across all eleven statutory missions. 

Question: The Coast Guard Reserves routinely provide support during .short-lenn incidents, like Haiti and 
Deepwater Horizon. What impact did the relatively long duration surges in rapid succession have on Coast 
Guard Reservists? Your budget request says that you will work with Congress to addres.s limitations you 
experienced over the past year with longer duration .surges on the Reservists. What specifically do you mean? 

ANSWER: The Haitian earthquake and Deepwater Horizon oil spill required the extended mobilization of 
approximately 2,800 selective reserves (SELRES) personnel. The.se emergencies, combined with niobiiization,s 
for Overseas Contingencies Operations and its subsequent required dwell time constraints, reduced the force 
available for contingencies such as hurricanes and Hoods to below 45 percent of the total Coast Guard Reserve. 
Had it not been for the over 500 .SELRES mobilized members for Deepwater Horizon who volunteered to 
remain on active duty, the Deepwater Horizon event would have reduced the available force to less than 35 
percent of reserve strength. 

Currently, the Coast Guard may conduct an involuntary recall of Reservists under Title 14 for a maximum of 
120 days within a two-year period, and no more than 60 of these days may fall within a four-month period. 

These constraints can limit the Reserve’s ability to respond to events like Deepwater Horizon that last more than 
four months. The Coast Guard is examining other alternatives and will work with the Administration and 
Congress to address this limitation. 


Maritime [ntclligenec Fusion Center 


Question: The FY20i2 budget made no mention of the previous Commandant's effort to deeomission the two 
area commands (Pacific Area and Atlantic Area), and the new Commandant's reversal of that effort. This is in 
contrast to the FY2()1 1 budget which proposed to consolidate the Pacific and Atlantic Maritime Intelligence 
Fusion Centers. The original proposal to create a single geographically-dispersed operational command, would 
save an estimated 12 positions. Please update the Subcommittee on what happened to this proposal. What otlier 
changes or impacts were there for reversing the stand down of the two Area Commands, given the late stages of 
closing them down? 

ANSWER: The Coast Guard will achieve the proposed budget savings by realizing efficiencies acrc).ss the 
intelligence community resulting in the elimination of 12 Maritime Intelligence Fusion Center (MIFC) and 
intelligence related full-time positions; how'ever. the Pacific Area MIF'C will be maintained. There were no FY 
2012 budget proposals as a result of the decision to maintain two Area commands. 
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Shore Based Infrastructure and Facilities 


Question: The FY2012 budget includes ‘'sizeable” investments in the renovation and restoration of shore 
facilities. The Acquisition. Construction and Improvements (AC&I) request includes $193.7 million for various 
shore-based infrastructures, much of it to fund initial fielding of Deepwater vessels and aircraft. Another $20 
million is for improvements to military housing. The Operating Expenses (OE) request includes $5 million for 
depot level repair of aging shore infrastructure. The request represents a starting point to address a critical gap 
that has resulted in a depot level shore maintenance backlog now exceeding $600 million. What determines 
whether infrastructure improvements are funded by AC&l vereus OE? Will any of the $193.7 million in AC&I 
funding pay down the $600 million backlog, or can that only be done with OE funding? 

ANSWER: The Acquisition. Construction and Improvements (AC&I) versus Operating Expense (OE) 
funding detemiination is guided by the policies documented in the Coast Guard Financial Resource 
Management Manual that provides specific definitions and guidance related to the use of AC&I and OE 
appropriations. OE is available for the same purposes as the specific AC&l appropriation for shore facilities, 
but the amount available for the new- construction or improvement component of a project may not exceed $ 1 
million at any location. Maintenance, alteration, and code compliance representing up to 50 percent of the 
asset's plant replacement value may be funded by the OE appropriation. 

The additional $5 million requested in 2012 for shore depot level maintenance will be used to address the shore 
maintenance backlog. 

Of the Coast Guard's $213.7 million in the Fiscal Year 2012 Shore AC&I request. $94.5 million will support 
shore facility infrastructure modifications and construction associated with the delivery of new cutters, boats, and 
aircraft. The remaining $1 19.2 million funds shore facility projects identified in the Shore Facility Requirements 
List backlog, including $20 million specifically designated for critical military family housing projects in the 
backlog. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE Rodney P. Frelinghuysen 

Admiral Papp, Commandant of the L.S. Coast Guard 
Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security 
FY 2012 Budget Request - U.S. Coast Guard 
March 1 0, 20 11 


Iraqi Fort Security 

Question: Admiral Papp. when will the U.S. Coast Guard hand over its current port and oil platform security in 
the Persian Gulf to the Iraqi Navy? 

ANSWER: The Coast Guard does not have the lead for port and oil platfomi security in the Persian Gulf. The 
Coast Guard provides certain capabilities in response to a request for forces (RFF) in support of the U.S. Central 
Command (CENTCOM). Coast Guard patrol boats, and Port Security Units (PSUs), assigned to Naval Forces 
Central Command (NAVCENT), are under the Operational Control (OPCON) of CENTCOM. CENTCOM is 
responsible for the operational and tactical deployment of all its available assets. 

In .lune 2010. CENTCOM updated the REF requesting Coast Guard patrols boats in support of mission 
requirements. This is a classified document and is available upon request. Further information regarding Iraqi 
Navy capabilities and transition plans may be directed to the Department of Defense. 

Question: The Coast Guard works with and trains many international navies. How would you characterize the 
Iraqi Navy in developing its port security capabilities? 

ANSWER: The Iraqi Navy is a Ministry of Defense military service, neither tasked nor authorized to .secure 
commercial sea ports; therefore, it is not developing port security capabilities. The Iraqi Navy is tasked to secure 
offshore oil terminals through execution of patrol vessel and small boat security patrols. The Navy offshore 
infrastructure security capability is moderate and developing toward full capability. 

Question: What has the Coast Guard learned an applied from its port and coastal security experience in the 
Persian GulD 

ANSWER: The Coast Guard is at all times a military service and has a proud history of contributing to 
Department of Defense missions. In particular, the Coast Guard has had forces deployed to U.S. Central 
Command (CBN FCOM) since 2003 in .support of overseas contingency operations. 

Through our extensive maritime law enforcement operations in support of these missions, the Coast Guard ha.s 
refined defense readiness proficiencies - including patrolling, operating independently, security boarding 
operations, escorts, high value unit protection, and military outloads ~ that are invaluable to the Combatant 
Commander. 

Following the death of a Coast Guardsman in an attack in the Arabian Gulf in April 2004, the Coast Guard made 
changes to boarding procedures and personal protective equipment to enhance the protection and safety of 
personnel operating in theater. 

Additionally, the Coast Guard has commenced requirements development for the next generation Port Security 
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Unit boats. In developing requirements for these boats, the Coast Guard is drawing heavily on lessons learned in 
the CENTCOM area of responsibility. 

Question: What are the Coast Guard's long term requirements in this theater and how do they factor into your 
current assessment of mission requirements? 

ANSWER: The Coast Guard provides certain capabilities in response to a request for forces in support of the 
U.S. Central Command (CENTCOM). Coast Guard patrol boats, and Port Security Unit (PSU) assigned to Naval 
Forces Centra! Command (NAVCENT) arc under the Operational Control (OPCON) of CENTCOM. 

CENTCOM is responsible for the operational and tactical deployment of all its available assets. 

In .lune 2010, CENTCOM updated the RTF requesting Coast Guard patrols boats in support of mission 
requirements. This is a classified document and is available upon request. The FY 2012 request for Coast Guard 
overseas contingency operations, requested via the Department of Defense, assumes a consistent level of effort. 

Question: What does the Coast Guard know of the Iranian Navy's surface and submarine capabilities? 

ANSWER: The Coast Guard is a military service and a member of the national intelligence community; 
however, the Department of Defense (DoD) has the lead for collecting information on foreign naval services. 

This question is best directed to the DoD. 
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SecHfit}' 

Wa^icgtCHi, DC. 20528 



Homeland 

Security 


MEMORANDUM FOR; 

FROM: 


Vice Attaiiral V.S. Crea 

Vice Commandant, U.S. Coast Guard 

Paul A. Schneider 

Vice Chair, Investment Review Board 



SUBJECT: USCG Deepwater Acquisition Decision Memorandum 


The Acquisition Program Baseline (APB) Deepwater Program submitted by the U.S. Coast 
Guard (USCG) in November 2006 is approved. However, I remain ooncemed about the 
cost and schedule of several Deepwater assets, specifically the National Security Cutter 
(NSC). Therefore, the following action items are to be completed and submitted in 
accordance with the specified dates. 

1 . Prior to the commencement of negotiations with the contractor on the proposed 
settlement of business issues relating to NSC #1 and #2, obtain concurrence of the 
Deputy Chief Procurement Officer on the Government’s negotiation position and 
strategy. 

2. No contract shall be awarded for NSC # 3 until the business issues relating to NSC 
#1 and # 2 are settled and the contract is modified to incorporate that settlement 
The award and settlement actions may be taken concurrently. This requirement does 
not apply to post-delivery fatigue enhancements for NSC #1 and NSC # 2 , which 
may be negotiated s^arately. 

3 . Submit an updated cost and schedule estimate for the remaining NSCs within 30 
days of completing the Consolidated Contracting Action for NSC 1, 2, and 3. 

4. Within 30 days of this memo, provide a recommendation regarding reporting of 
program breaches at the asset categiry level. 

5. Within 90 days of this memo, provide an updated APB that: 

a. Ali^ with the post-9/1 1 Deepwater Mission Needs Statement (and its 
supporting perfotmance gap analysis) and latest update to the Deepwater 
Implementation plan; and 

b. Reflects complete and accurate cost and schedule projections for NSC, 
including the impact of all open issues. These include the "swamp drain", 
stmctural/fatigue problems (including both forward fit and retrofit into NSC 
1 and 2), the impact of the recent strike, C41SR cost growth, and any impact 
of the Navy's LCS-3 termination. 
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6. Within 1 80 days of this memo, provide: 

a. A post-delivery logistics plan for NSCs, including a recommendatioa 
regarding potential use of a Performance Based Logistics (PBL) approach; 
and 

b. Updated C4ISR cost and schedule estimates 

7, With respect to the Fast Response Cutter {FRC) acquisition, the Chief Procurement 
Officer (CPO) has received the acquisition plan and will be providing comments 
separately. Nevertheless, USCG is requested to present to the Department a briefing 
on the FRC-B acquisition strategy, including requirements, schedule, funding, risks 
and contracting approach. This review shall be coordinated in the Department by 
the CPO and should take place as expeditiously as possible. 


cc: 

Deputy Secretary 

DHS Chief Financial Officer 

DHS Chief information Officer 

DHS Chief Procurement Officer 

DHS Chief Administeative Officer 

Director, Program Analysis and Evaluation, DHS 

Program Executive Officer, Integrated Deepwater System Acquisition, U.S. Coast Guard 


2 . 
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U.S. Department of Commandant 

Homeland Security United States Coast Guard 

United States 

Coast Guard tmtKKKm 


2100 Second Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20593-0001 
Staff Symbol: CG-a2 
Phone: (202) 372-3500 
Fax: (202) 372-3942 


Memo for: 


From: 


Subj: 


ACTION MEMORANDUM 


NOV 0 7 2nOBi 


Michael Jackson 
Deputy Secretary 

Vice Admiral V.S. Crea 
Vice Commandant; (202) 372-4422 

APPROVAL OF DEEPWATER ACQUISITION PROGRAM BASELI>£ 


I 

— J 


"O 


Purpose; 

Submission of the Deepwater Acquisition Program Baseline (APB) V ersion 1.1 for your approval as the 
Chair of the DHS Investment Review Board. 

Discussion: 


Baseline Cost, Schedule, and Performance criteria at the Threshold and Objective Levels have been 
provided as requested. At the Deepwater Program level, the APB summary is: 

Cost- S24,230MinAC&I 

Schedule - Funding through 2025 

Buildout completed 2027 

Performance - Criteria specified in APB for Mission, System, & Components 

As requested by your PA&E staff, NSC, OPC and FRC costs were updated to reflect current budget 
estimates; however, we still applied the OMB-specified 1 .85% inflation planning factor over the 25'year 
plan. All increased costs were funded by budget offsets from other Deepwater components. These were 
difficult and challenging choices, and I am seriously concerned that annual tradeoffs forced by the realized 
differences between projected and actual inflation, as well as enacted funding levels differing from the 
President’s Budget, could soon drive crucially-needed Coast Guard capabilities out of the Deepwater 
project. I have raised my concerns with Admiral Allen; we would like to meet with you at your 
convenience for an executive level discussion on how to address strategically these sigiiificant challenges 
and best proceed in out-year budgets. 

This APB represents a total project cost increase from $24,045M, as reflected in the May 2005 Revised 
Deepwater Implementation Plan, to $24,230M. This increase is due to two factors beyond the scope of the 
Deepwater Post 9/11 Implementation Plan. The first was the $123M increase in NSC costs that resulted 
from the Gulf Coast Hurricanes, which was the amount Congress funded in a 2006 supplemental 
appropriation. The second is an additional $62M to fund Multi-Mission Cutter Helicopters (MCHs) 
upgrades for the seven additional HH-65 aircraft to be added to the service’s inventory to support the 
National Capital Region Air Defense mission, recently assumed by the Coast Guard. 
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Acquisition Program Baseline (APB) 
For 

INTEGRATED DEEPWATER SYSTEM 


Submitted by: 


Program Executive OflScer 


03 aJco io oc 

Date 


Endorsed by: 


Xj. Sj. 'W 

USCG Agency Acquisition Executive 


D3f^cr/go ofc, 

Date 


Acquisition Decision Memo Approval Received: 


Date 
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Version Change 


Effective Date 


Version 1.0 Coast Guard Agency Acquisition Approved Version 30 November 2005 

Version 1 . 1 Updated to align with FY08 OMB Stags Budget November ’OOfi 


Submission 


2 
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IDS APB V 1.1 


1. Background: 

a. The Coast Guard revised the Deepwater Mission Need Statement (MNS) based on the 
transfer of the Service to the Department of Homeland Security (DHS), the passage of the 
Maritime Transportation Security Act of 2004, and new threats to the nation post 9/1 1 . 

When aggregated, these events increased Coast Guard mission emphasis on homeland 
security and counterterrorism. The MNS revision also included new requirements that were 
approved by the DHS Deputy Secretary, who is the Chair of the Investment Review Board 
(IRB) and documented in a Memoranda dated 20 April 2005. With the acceptance of new 
requirements, the Integrated Deepwater System (IDS) has developed an Acquisition Program 
Baseline (APB) to account for these approved ehanges. 

b. The purpose of the Acquisition Program Baseline is to establish quantified baselines 
for cost, schedule, and performance measurement through the end of the IDS program. The 
DHS IRB approval of the IDS MNS established top level performance, cost, and schedule 
threshold and objective parameters to which the IDS Program Executive Officer (PEO) must 
manage the acquisition. Based on the integrated system of systems construct, the APB was 
originally developed at the system level and allocated to the major assets within the system. 

(1) Given the significance of the performance of all components of the Integrated 
Deepwater System, supporting appendices are included which contain asset class level co.st, 
schedule, and performance data for the following components, or class of asset, and 
integration and oversight. Surface, Air, and C4ISR categories each include a summary 
section in which contributing components are discussed and estimated collectively and 
individually, with summary cost estimates for major performance components in that 
category. The integration and oversight category is a collection of contributing components 
that cut horizontally across the other three categories. This category includes systems 
engineering and integration, government program management, technology obsolescence 
prevention, logistics, and infrastructure upgrades. 

(a) Air 

1 . Long Range Surveillance (LRS) Aircraft 

2. Medium Range Surveillance (MRS) Aircraft 

3. Medium Range Recovery (MRR) Aircraft 

4. Multi-Mission Cutter Helicopter (MCH) 

5. Vertical Takeoff and Landing Unmanned Air Vehicle (VUAV) 

(b) Surface 

1 . National Security Cutter (NSC) 

2. Offshore Patrol Cutter (OPC) 

3. Fast Response Cutter (FRC) ‘A Class’ 

4. Fast Response Cutter (FRC) ‘B Class’ 

5. Medium Endurance Cutter (MEC) Mission Effectiveness Project (MEP) 

6. Patrol Boat (PB) MEP 

(c) Command, Control. Computers, Communications, Intelligence, Surveillance, 

and Reconnaissance (C41SR) Common Operational Picture (COP) 

(d) Integration and Oversight 

(2) The IDS APB is based upon the Coast Guard’s FY08 Office of Management and 
Budget (OMB) Stage Budget Submission. 


4 
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2. APB Definitions: 

a. Cost. The cost dimension of the IDS APB is represented by the total amount of 
Acquisition, Construction and Improvement (AC&I) funding necessary to fully buiid-out the 
IDS. Cost is further broken down into four major categories; surface, air, C4ISR, and 
integration/oversight and the major performance components, or class of asset, in these 
categories as described above, A Life Cycle Cost Estimate (LCCE) is defined for each major 
performance component as the total cost of the program or project, including operations and 
maintenance/support. This depiction is consistent with the capitalization methodology used 
to record the IDS assets in the Coast Guard financial statements as these costs are allocated to 
the individual assets 

b. Perfomiance. The performance of the Deepwater System is measured and managed 
at the mission, system and asset class levels. These measures will document system 
performance when the Integrated Deepwater System is fully built out in 2026, Within the 
supporting appendices, threshold and objective key performance parameters (KPPs) are 
provided. Managing and attaining the KPPs ensures the asset will make the necessary 
performance contribution to attain the required system performance. 

c. Schedule, The schedule baseline depicts asset delivery on a fiscal year basis through 
buiid-out of the system. This schedule is aligned with currently known funding requirements 
and previous fiscal year appropriations; any changes in future funding or rescission of 
previous year appropriations will necessitate a review of this schedule. Within the 
supporting appendices, key schedule milestones are provided. Managing and attaining these 
milestones ensures the asset will be delivered in accordance with the schedule baseline. 

3. APB Revisions: 

a. Update. The performance, cost, and schedule parameters are tied to an 
implementation plan and associated funding plan. The APB will be revised for 
appropriations tliat deviate from the funding plan. Congressional direction, an approved 
requirements change, or other environmental change beyond the control of the Program 
Executive Officer (an example is Hurricane Katrina). It is anticipated that there will be an 
annual update to the APB within 120 days of the enactment of the DHS annual 
Appropriations Bill if different from the President's Budget. 

b. Breach. The APB will be revised for a performance, cost or schedule breach in 
accordance with the table below. Notifications and plans will be developed and submitted in 
accordance with the DHS Acquisition Program Baseline Instruction. 


Key Parameter 

Breach 

Performance 

Any Mission, System or Asset Class performance parameters not met or 
are anticipated to fail to meet the threshold Key Performance Parameter 

Cost 

Total Sy.stem or Asset Class AC&l Cost increases exceedin.g 8% 

Schedule 

Any System Schedule Baseline or Asset Class Key Schedule Parameter 
slip by more than 1 80 days 
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5. Integrated Deepwater System Performance Baseline 


IDS APB V 1,1 


a. Mission Level Performance Parameters. The mission level performance metric may be 
decomposed into the various Coast Guard missions in which Deepwater assets participate. The 
baseline mission performance was generated by actual legacy Deepwater mission performance in 
FY 2002 as reported in the Coast Guard’s Annual Report. Ports, Waterways, and Coastal 
Security (PWCS) emerged as a mission performance metric with the enactment of the Homeland 
Security Act of 2002. PWCS was incorporated as a Deepwater mission following the 
completion of the Performance Gap Analysis (PGA) and inclusion of this mission in the Post 
9/1 1 Mission Needs Statement (MNS). The measure for the PWCS mission is under 
development and is expected to be available in June 2007. 


Mission Level Performance Mtteic 

Threshold 

Objective 

Search And Rescue - % Lives Saved after CG Notification 

92.4% 

93% 

Counter Drug - % of Cocaine Shipped through Transit Zone that 
is Seized 

5.7% 

6.5% 

Alien Migration Interdiction Operations (Interdictions) - % Total 
Migrant Flow Interdicted 

32% 

32% 

Foreign Fishing Vessel Incursions - % of Foreign Fishing 

Vessels Detected in US FEZ that are Interdicted 

1 .6% 

6.7% 

Living Marine Resources - % of LMR Law Enforcement 
Boardings without Significant Violations 

95.3% 

97% 

Kationai Defense/Military Readiness - Combined % of SORTS 
Readiness (C2 or better) of WHEC/WFB to support DoD 
Requirements 

91.8% 

100% 

International Ice Patrol/Limits of Ail Known Ice - Accuracy of 
Last Area of Known Ice Broadcasts 

95% 

98% 

Ports, Waterways and Coastal Security - Ports, Waterways, and 
Coastal Security measure is approved by DHS and was 
incorporated Into Deepwater program during FY2005. 

TBD 

TBD 


b. System Level Performance Parameters. System level performance metrics may be 
subdivided into a performance and a cost component. The performance and cost components are 
measured by the following: 

• Available mission hours. Available Mission Hours are defined as the hours by category 
of asset (surface vessels and air assets) at build out on an Annual Basis. The objective 
represents the mission hours in 2026. Annual comparisons are included in Charts 1 
through 3. 

• Surveillance of nautical square miles (nm^). Surveillance of Nautical Square Miles is 
defined as the number of square miles that the system can surveil or search during a 
period of time. The objective is calculated using an NSC with an embarked MCH and 
two embarked VUAVs. 

• System task sequence (Surveillance, Detection, Classification, Identification, and 
Prosecution -- SDCIP). The System Task Sequence describes overall system activity for 
the current system and the fully built out system. The Coast Guard complements actual 
measures with output from a variety of modeling tools to predict Deepwater System 
performance in terms of the system task sequence. These tools predict system level of 
effort (operational hours or days), operational presence (such as square miles of ocean 
surv'eiled) or can simulate performance outcomes. As assets are delivered to the field, the 
Coast Guard measures actual performance and uses this information to adjust project 
plans and improve performance models. One such modeling tool that exemplifies the use 
of models in measurement of Deepwater system level performance is the Center for 
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Naval Analyses Independent Deepwater System Asset Assessment Tool (ClAAT) model. 
CIAAT is a presence level model that projects the impact of an asset and its capabilities 
presence within the Deepwater System. The objective represents the SDCIP performance 
in 2026. Annual comparisons are included in Charts 4 through 6. 

• Total ownership cost at the system level. An estimate of the entire lifecycle cost of the 
program or project, including operations and maintenance/support. 

(1) AVAILABLE MISSION HOURS 


Asset CatefEory 

Thre^ld \iiniial Hours | 

Objective .\iiiiiial lleur-. 

iSurface Vessels j 

! 265,572 

305,000 

lAir Assets i 

100,685 I 

140,000 

ITotals ! 

366,257 1 

445,000 


( i } Represents the total asset class mission hours when the asset is fully fielded. 

(2) The Vertical Take Off and Landing Unmanned Aerial Vehicle (VUAV) is not included as an independent air asset since it will 
only operate as part of a force package on the National Security Cutter (NSC) and Offshore Patrol Cutter. 

(3) The air as.sct category also includes the High Altitude High Endurance UAV that will be coming on line in 20 1 6. 

(2) SURVEILLANCE OF NAUTICAL SQUARE MILES. 


■ Force Packjig^Asset 

Tbreshold Square NM 

Objective Square NM 

iNSC Force Package 

13,489 

56,000 


(3) SYSTEM TASK SEQUENCE (SDCIP). 


System Task Sequence 

CIAAT 

Threshold Square Nauticftl 
Mites her JDav 

Objects e Square Nautical 
Miles per Da\ 

Surveillance 

Search' 

1,101,593 

2,500,000 

Detect 

Classify 

Identify" 

500,182 

1,300,000 

Identify 

Prosecute 

Patrol' 

351,583 

850,000 


1 , Search - the area the System's air and surface assets can search in a day. 

2, Identify - the area the System's air and surface assets can search in a day, assuming they identify each target they detect. 

3, Patrol - the area over which the System's air and surface assets can detect, identify and board targets areas. 


(4) TOTAL OWNERSHIP COST (TOC). 


Key Parameter 

Cost Baseline <$ sniion.,. Then Ver) 

AC«&I Acquisition 

$24.2 

AC&l Funded Billets 

$5.6 

AC&I Technology Obsolescence Prevention 

S16.5 

Operating Expenses 

$258.1 

IDS Total Ownership Cost 

$304.4 


1 . AC&f Acquisitions costs repre.sent cosLs from TY 2002 to sy'stcm build-out in FY 2026. 

2. AC&I Billets include projected Government PM staff from FY 2002 to build-out in FY 2026. and the management of the O&S portion of 
the fully built-out sy'stem from FY 2027 to FY 2041. 

3. Additional Technology Obsolescence Prevention costs after system build out from FY 2027 to FY 204 ! . 
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7. AVIATION 


IDS APBvl.l 


Aviation is focused on delivering the aviation asset capabilities icqiiiied to meet the mission and 
system performance objectives. As such, aviation focuses on the total aviation asset 
contribution, the characteristics of these aviation assets, and the costs of acquiring these aviation 
assets by asset class. Aviation accounts for $4,022 Million of the Deepwater AC&l Cost 
Baseline and consists of both contributing components and those aviation assets which provide a 
significant contribution to mission and system performance objectives. 


Contributing Component Summary 

The Aviation Use of Force (AUF) Project was previously categorized separately from the 
Deepwater Program and was integrated into the Deepwater Program. Therefore, the cost 
associated with this project of $93 Million is not included in the Deepwater AC&l Cost Baseline. 
In addition, AUF and Covert Surveillance A/C are not included since these projects are outside 
of the DW APB scope. 

Major Performance Component Summary 


The following table lists those aviation asset classes that provide a significant contribution to 
mission and system performance objectives, their capabilities, and the total number of these 
assets in the Integrated Deepwater System. 


I As.sel ■ 

Capabilities i 

1 Icet Si/c [ 

Long Range Surveillance (LRS) 
Aircraft 

DHS/T)OD/R21 Interoperability 

CG COP Connectivity 

Integrated Electro-Optical/Infrared System 
CBRNE' Detection 

Multi Mode Radar 

Nation-wide DHS Strategic Lift 

6 - HC-1:30J : 

16-HC-I30H : 

Medium Range Surveillance (MRS) 

, Aircraft 

! 

bHS/IX)D/R21 Interoperability 

CG COP Connectivity 

integrated Electro-Optical/Infrared System 

CBRNE Detection 

Multi Mode Radar 

36 j 

I 

: 

Medium Range Recovery (MRR) 
Aircraft 

DHS/DOD/R21 Interoperability 

CG COP Connectivity 

Integrated Electro-Optical/Infrared System 
CBRNE Detection 

Multi Mode Radar 

Airborne Use of Force 

Vertical Insertion/Delivery 

; 

42 

. 

Multi-Mission Cutter Helicopter 
(MCH) 

DHS/DOD/R21 Interoperability 

CG COP Connectivity 

CBRNE Detection 

Multi Mode Radar 

Airborne Use of Force 

Vertical Insertion/Delivery 

102 

Vertical Takeoff and Landing 
Unmanned Air Vehicle (VUAV) 

integrated Electro-Optical/Infrared System 
Multi Mode Radar 

CGC COP Connectivity 

45 


Chemical, Biological, Radiological, Nuclear, Explosive (CBRNE) 


16 
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The following sections provide the performance, cost and schedule data for each asset identified 
above that provides a significant contribution to system performance. 

a. LONG RANGE SURVEILLANCE (LRS) AIRCRAFT (HC-130J) 

The Lockheed HC-130 is the Coast Guard’s long-range surveillance aircraft, with both the HC- 
1 30J and the HC-130H versions. Specifically, the HC-130J is a four-engine turbo-prop aircraft 
with improved interoperability, C4ISR. COP and sensors to enhance surveillance, detection, 
classification, identification and prosecution. The aircraft will operate worldwide within the 
range of its performance parameters in civilian and military airspace in support of 
Congressionally-mandated missions. 

(1) LRS (HC-130J) INVESTMENT PERFORMANCE 


Key Performance Parameters 


IVttoniMnv^ Baseline 

Wuie: Sn&D l>&lt 10hitic2P06 % 

kc\ t*ar.iraetS!r£m*i;i • IhresholiL, iS; Objective ; 

K 

llireshold 

High Altitude Patrol Speed 
(Knots) 

245 "' ■ ■ 



Low Altitude Patrol Speed 
(Knots) 

245 



Detection Range (NM) 

50.0 



Interoperability 

Integration of mission system shall 
provide a user interface in accordance 
with the Common Operating 
Environment User Interface 
specification & shall provide support 
for multi-asset unit coordination. 



Operational Availability (Ao) 

Integration of 
mission system 
will not degrade 
existing overall 
aircraft system 
availability 
(0,71) 

0.85 




) . Biised on CIAAT Baseline Asset Characteristics used to develop System Task Sequence (SDCIP) KPPs. 
2- In Medium Sea State 

3. Based on a specific Height of Eye, a medium size target, clear weather, and 90% Probability of Detection. 


Technical Performance Measurement 

Design Reviews are being used to monitor technical performance and are reported in accordance 
with DHS periodic reporting requirements. 
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(2) LRS (HC-130J) INVESTMENT COST 

Key Cost Performance Parameters 


I ON? { } hen H S) 

Basciii'.c Re\is?on^‘l 

'ciit Phase SUi.DWU'i j 

n.i .Kine 

'll 

Totd Acquisition Cost 

S1!M‘'> 1 

Quantities 

6 - ] 

Life-Cycle Cost Estimate 

$6.55IM 

Useful Life 

30 Years 


! . For the design and installation of the mission system only. Does not include acquisition or operating costs of the aircraft. 


Cost Performance Measurements 


Earned Value Management is being used to monitor cost performance and is reported in 
accordance with DHS periodic reporting requirements. 

(3) LRS (HC-130J) INVESTMENT SCHEDULE 


Key Schedule Parameters 


N 1 > 11 Ba 1 Ik ki\ r 

Delivery Task Order (DTO) start 



DTO Complete 

1QFY09 


Systems Requirements Specs (SRR) 

08/05 


Preliminary Design Review (PDR) 

02/06 


Critical Design Review (CDR) 

11/06 


1“ Aircraft delivered 

1QFY08 


Operational Testing & Evaluation (OT&E) Start 

IQFYOS 


GT&E compiete/Initial Operational Capability 

(IOC) 

2QFY08 


Last Aircraft deliveredT'uil Operational Capability 
(FOC) 

1OFY09 



Schedule Performance Measurement 


The Integrated Master Schedule (IMS) in the contract is being used to monitor schedule 
performance and is reported in accordance with DHS periodic reporting requirements. 

b. LONG RANGE SURVEILLANCE (LRS) AIRCRAFT (HC-130H) 

The Lockheed HC-130H is the other Coast Guard long-range surveillance aircraft. This four- 
engine turbo-prop aircraft with improved interoperability, C4ISR, COP and sensors will enhance 
surveillance, detection, classification, identification and prosecution. The aircraft will operate 
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worldwide within the range of its performance parameters in civilian and military airspace in 
support of Congressionally-mandated missions. 

(1) LRS (HC-130H) INVESTMENT PERFORMANCE 


Key Performance Parameters 



■e ; 

Baseline : 

RovisUMl - i 1 

1 PJusc (W 1 

'D' 

.'0 .lune .'.t.lOo 



m • 

I'hre.shold Ob|ee{|^'c 

1 hreshoid. ; 

Obitxti\v 1 

High Altitude Patrol Speed 
(Knots) 

237 



Low Altitude Patrol Speed 
(Knots) 

235 



Detection Range (NM) 

50.0 



Interoperability 

Integration of mission system shall 
provide a user interfk;e in accordance 
with the Common Operating 
Environment User Interface 
specification & shall provide support 
for multi-asset unit coordination. 



; Operational Availability (Ao) 

Integration of 

mission system 

will not degrade 

existing overall 0.85 

aircraft system j. 

availability ■ 

(0.71) 


• 


t , Based on CIAAT Baseline Asset Characteristics used to develop System Task Sequence (SDCIP) KPPs. 

2. In. Medium Sea State 

3. Based on a speeitled Height of Eye, a medium size target clear weather, and 90% Probability of.Detection. 


Technical Performance Measurement 

Design Reviews are being used to monitor technical performance and are reported in accordance 
with DHS periodic reporting requirements. 

(2) LRS (HC-130H) INVESTMENT COST 


Key Cost Performance Parameters 


t osU 't hen \ ear Ss 

t urrent Phase; C&TD 

f"-’ ' s. Baseline Rcus.on >5 

Z .1 _ 

Total Acquisition Cost 

j seioM"* j 

Quantities 

i 16 ! 

Life-Cycle Cost Estimate 

j $16,582M 

Useful Life 

20 Years 


1. for the design and installation of the IDS Conversion systems and other enhancement & sustainment proiects onlv. Current 
aircraft operating expenses are unchanged. 
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Cost Performance Measurements 

Earned Value Management is being used, to monitor cost performance and is reported in 
accordance with DHS periodic reporting requirements. 

(3) LRS (HC-130H) INVESTMENT SCHEDULE 


Key Schedule Parameters 


** 

1 iMi.i'.t (MU ' ^ 

• ' BaseUrtc i-iv'-'. i 

^ 3OJttnfe20O6 ' 

Search Radar 


Design Start 

1 1/05 

Design End 

08/06 

First Article 

IQFYO? 

OT&E Start 

2QFY07 

OT&EEnd/IOC 

3QFY07 1 

Last Article / FOC 

IQFYIO 1 i 

; Avionics 


Design Start 

1QFY09 

Design End 

3QFY09 i 

First Article 

4QFY09 I 

1 OT&E Start 

FYIO i 

; OT&EEnd/IOC 

FYIO i 

Last Article / FOC 

FY12 1 ! 

C130 Post 9/11 Mission Need Statement 

; 

Capabilities 


Design Start 

FYll 

i Design End 

FYH 

1 First Article 

FY12 

1 OT&E Start 

FY12 i 

■ OT&EEnd/IOC 

FY!3 

Last Article / FOC 

FYI7 


Schedule Performance Measurement 


The Integrated Master Schedule (IMS) in the contract is being used to monitor schedule 
performance and is reported in accordance with DHS periodic reporting requirements. 


20 





388 


IDS APBvl.l 

c. MEDIUM RAN(;E SURVEILLANCE (MRS) AIRCRAFT 

The C\'\SA C'N-2 j 5 300M MRS aircraft will have improved interoperability, C4ISR, COP and 
sensors that will enhance surveillance, detection^ classification, identification and prosecution. 
The aircraft will operate worldwide within the range of its performance parameters in civilian 
and military airspace in support of Congressionally-mandated missions. 

(1) MRS INVESTMENT PERFORMANCE 


Key Performance Parameters 


f’et IcnnuiKc 

kc\ l^’afuniclcr i 

FLiseltnc 

Ihu’shold , ObiCLmc 1 

K-, vi'i 

VhrciioUi 


High Altitude Patrol Spee<3 
(Knots) 

184 



Low Altitude Patrol Speed ’ 
(Knots) 

180 



Detection Range (NM) 

50-0 



Radius 

Arrive on-scene to support SAR 
missions at a range of 300nm 
within 90 minutes. 



Endurance 

Arrive on-station 
configured to 
support 
Surveillance 
missions without 
refueling. Have 
an on-station 
endurance of 4.7 
hrs. 

Arrive on-station 
configured to 
support 
Surveillance 
missions without 
refueling. Have 
an on-station 
endurance of 5.5 
hrs. 



1 Operational Availability (A„) 

0.80 

0.90 


' 

■ 


1 . Based on CIAAT Baseline Asset Characteristics used to develop System Task Sequence (SDCIP) KPPs, 

2. In Medium Sea State 

3. Based on a specific Height of Eye, a medium size target, clear weather, and 90% Probability of Detection. 

4. SAR Mission Configuration includes the Mission System Pallet, standard SAR equipments and a crew of six (6). 

3, Surveillance Mission Configuration includes the Mission System Pallet and a crew- of five (5). 

Technical Performance Measurement 

Design Reviews are being used to monitor technical performance and are reported in accordance 
with DHS periodic reporting requirements. 
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(2) MRS INVESTMENT COST 

Key Cost Performance Parameters 


1 Cc 

H-.;!!, , Revision r-il 

i ISC 

‘ OiH J!06 

Total AcquisitioB Cost 

$l,7a6M 

Quantities 

36 i 

= Life-Cycle Cost Estimate 

S22.773M 

Useful Life 

40 Years 


Cost Performance Measurements 


Earned Value Management is being used to monitor cost performance and is reported in 
accordance with DHS periodic reporting requirements. 

(3) MRS INVESTMENT SCHEDULE 


Key Schedule Parameters 


' V K 


PDR' ■■■■-- 

12/04 


CDR 

06/05 


Production Readiness Review (PRR) 

02/06 


t'est Readiness Review (TRR) 

02/06 


Ot&EStart 

3QFY07 


OT&E Completion/lOC 

1QFY08 


Lead Asset Delivery 

4QFY08 


Final Asset 0eiivery/FOC 

FY16 



Schedule Performance Measurement 


The Integrated Master Schedule (IMS) in the contract is being used to monitor schedule 
performance and is reported in accordance with DHS periodic reporting requirements. 

d. MEDIUM RANGE RECOVERY (MRR) AIRCRAFT 

The Sikorsky HH-60J Jayhawk medium-range recovery helicopter will have improved 
interoperability, C41SR, COP and sensors that enhance surveillance, detection, classification, 
identification and prosecution. The aircraft will operate worldwide within the range of its 
performance parameters in civilian and military airspace in support of ten Congressionally- 
mandated missions. 
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(1). MRR INVESTMENT PERFORMANCE 


Key Performance Parameters 


1 ■' stii.tnce 

1 - ■' 

1 ]\. i’atamctt.1 

B.lSt'lMlC 
'<1 Sufii' 'filio 

Threshold (.5b)ec!i\e 

Hire 

' High Altitede Patrol Speed 
(Knots) 




= Low Altitude Patrol Speed 
(Knots) 

130 



i Detection Range (NM) 

7.7 



interoperability 

Integration of mission system shall 
provide a user interfece in accordance 
with the Common Operating 
Environment User Interface 
specification 



Operational Availability (Aq) 

Enhancement & 
sustainment 
projects will not 
degrade existing 
overall aircraft 
system 
availability 
(0.71) 

0.85 




t , Based on CIAAT Bjseiine Asset Characteristics used to develop System Task Sequence (SDCIP) KPl^s. 

2, In Medium Sea State 

3. Based on a specific Height of Eye, a medium size target, clear weather, and 90% Probability of Detection, 


Technical Performance Measurement 

Design Reviews are being used to monitor technical performance and are reported in accordance 
with 0HS pericidic reporting requirements. 

(2). MRR INVESTMENT COST 


Key Cost Performance Parameters 





Total Acquisition Cost 

S451M''’ 


Quantities 

42 


Life-Cycle Cost Estimate 

S26.075M 


Useful Life 

30 Years 



1. For the design and installation of the IDS Conversion systems and other enhancement & sustainment projects, Current aircraft 


operating expenses are unchanged. 
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Cost Performance Measurements 

Earned Value Management is being used to monitor cost performance and is reported in 
accordance with DHS periodic reporting requirements. 

(3). MRR INVESTMENT SCHEDULE 


Key Schedule Parameters 

Sclsc\iulc ; 

Revision •-! I 

Phxse ixtn i I 

3^' Jt.me JliUf; , 1 

Avionics 


Design Start 

03/05 i 

Design End 

10/06 1 

First Article 

3QFY07 i 

OT&E Start 

4QFY07 

OT&E End / IOC 

3OFY08 

Last Article / FOC 

FY12 

SLEP 


Design Start 

07/06 i ! 

Design End 

09/06 j i 

First Article 

11/06 : 1 

Last Article / FOC 

: ! 

Radar 

{ 

Design Start 

4QFY06 ! 

Design End 

2QFY07 i 

First Article 

4QFY07 i 

OT&E Start 

IQFY08 

OT&E End / IOC 

2QFY08 

Last Article / FOC 

FY12 1 

F..iigine Sustainment 


First Article 

3QFY07 

Last Article / FOC 

FY12 

MNS Cockpit Upgrade 


Design Start 

FY13 

Design End 

FY14 

First Article 

FYi4 

OT&E Start 

FY14 
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I IN ni 1 

Baseline 

30 itme 200o 

: j 

1 

OT&E End IOC 

FY14 


Last Article / FOC 

FY19 


Fleet Replacement 



Design Start 

2QFY08 


First Article 

JQFY09 


OT&E Start 

2QFY09 


OT&E End; IOC 

2QFY09 


Last Article / FOC 

3QFY09 



Schedule Performance Measurement 


The integrated Master Schedule (IMS) in the contract is being used to monitor schedule 
performance and is reported in accordance with DHS periodic reporting requirements. 

e. MULTI-MISSION CUTTER HELICOPTER (MCH) AIRCRAFT 

The American Eurocopter HH-65 Dolphin short-range recovery helicopter will have improved 
interoperability, C41SR, COP and sensors that enhance surveillance, detection, classification, 
identification and prosecution. The aircraft will operate worldwide within the range of its 
performance parameters in civilian and military airspace in support of CongressiohaIlj?-mandated 
missions. 

(I). MCH INVESTMENT PERFORMANCE 


Key Performance Parameters 


(Knots) 

Baseline 

1 .10 ,l»nc -tWH, ' 

j|ivshoid . Objeenve 

Rcv.ibion;-1 

1 ow Altitude Patrol Speed 
(Knots) 

120 


Detection Range (NM) 

7.7 


Radius 

■ 

The aircraft shall 
be capable of 
traveling 125nm, 
hoisting a person 
(20 minutes) and 
returning to the 
original launch 
site with a 20 
minute ftiel 

reserve. 

The aircraft shall 
be capable of 
traveling 150nm, 
hoisting a person 
(30 minutes) and 
returning to the 
original launch 
site with a 20 
minute fuel 

reserve. 
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ILifl roi tnoe 

( aid' 

I’aiunicter 

Bus. 

1 *' Os] .lid 

-iire 

Kc I’v 

1 hiT -v) uid 

ion ■■ 1 

Ubicctne 

Endurance 

Accomplish the 
SARmission'^'^^- ■ 

without 

refueling. Have 
on-scene 

endurance of 20 
minutes. 

■Accomplish the 

SAR missis 
wiftiout 
refijeling. Have 
on-scene 

endurance 30 
minutes. 



Operational Availability (Ao) 

MCH conversion 
projects will not 
degrade existing 
overall aircraft 
system 
availability 
(0.71) 

0.85 


, 


! . Based on CIA AT flaseiine Asset Characteristics used to develop System Task Sequence (SDCIP) KPPs. 

2- In Medium Sea State 

3. Based on a specific Height of Eye, a medium size target, clear weather, and 90% Probability of Detection, 


4. SAR Mission; The aircraft will take off and climb to best range altitude, transit to the search area at best range airspeed in 90 
minutes or less, descend to 50’ above Mean Sea Level and remain' in a hover for up to 20 nnnutes. he aircraft wilt then climb to 
best range altitude, return to initial takeoff point at best range airspeed and land with 20 minutes of reserve fuel 

Technical Performance Measurement 

Design Reviews are being used to monitor technical performance and are reported in accordance 
with DHS periodic reporting requirements. 

(2). MCH INVESTMENT COST 


Key Cost Performance Parameters 


t oM < Ihon Vcar^> ' 

^ Baseline K ' i i 

( urrent 

* - '0;i.une 'nor _ i 

Total Acquisition Cost 

$741M 1 

Quantities 

102 1 i 

Life-Cycle Cost Estimate 

i SS3,433M i 

1 Useful Life 

40 Years ) 


Cost Performance Measurements 

Earned Value Management is being used to monitor cost performance and is reported in 
accordance with DHS periodic reporting requirements. 
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(3). MCH INVESTMENT SCHEDULE 


Key Schedule Parameters 


M nnx ! K i; 

2f>'* 

ftdisiifiiwsiiiiii 


ri-i:ncimng 



Project Start 

FY04 


< 

s 

84 Operational Aircraft Re-Engined 

3OFY07 



95 Aircraft Completed 

iQFYOS 



RADAR 



Design Start 

2qFY07 



Design End 

3OFY07 



First Article 

IQFYOS 



OT&E Start 

3QFY()8 



OT&EEnd/lOC 

4QFY08 



Last Article / FOC 

FY12 



1 All; ROTOR/LDt; fJKAR 




First Article 

3OFY07 



IOC 

3QFY08 


>. B 

Last Articie / FOC 

FY12 


■ Cfi 

SLIDING DOOR 


■ < 

Design Start 

3QFY08 



Design End 

4QFY08 



First Article 

4QFY08 



IOC 

4OFY08 

; 


Last Article / FOC 

FY12 

i 

i 

FLIGHT DECK EMBEDDED RECOVERY AND TRAVERSING SYSTEM j 

i 

Design Start 

IQFYOS 

! 

j 

Design End 

3QFY0S 


! 

First Article 

4QFY08 



OT&E Start 

1QFY09 



OT&E End / IOC 

2OFY09 



Last Article / FOC 

FY13 


! 

MNS COCKPIT UPGRADE 



! a 

Design Start 

2QFY08 



Design End 

4QFY08 


First Article 

1QFY09 


X 

OT Start 

1QFY09 



OT End / IOC 

2QFY09 



Last Article / FOC 

I' Y 1 3 



Schedule Performance Measurement 

The Integrated Master Schedule (IMS) in the contract is being used to monitor schedule 
performance and is reported in accordance with DHS periodic reporting requirements. 
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f. VERTICAL TAKEOFF AND LANDING UNMANNED AIR VEHICLE (VUAV) 

The Eagle Eye will be capable of landing and taking off from VUAV flight-deck equipped 
cutters and will have interoperability, C4ISR, COP, Multi Mode Radar (MMR), and Electro 
Optical/Infrared (EO/IR) sensors that enhance surveillance, detection, classification, 
identification and prosecution. The aircraft will operate worldwide within the range of its 
performance parameters in civilian and military airspace in support of Congressionally-mandated 
missions. 

(I). VUAV INVESTMENT PERFORMANCE 


Key Performance Parameters 


Pci lomidrtce •» ^ 


Rckivwrr 1 1 

Poas., t. ^T\ 

Ncv Parameter 


. _ 1 

High Altitude Patrol Speed 
(Knots) 

166 



Low Altitude Patrol Speed 
(Knots) 

166 



Detection Range ^ (NM) 

20.0 


■ 

Radius / Endurance 

Provide on-scene Provide on-scene 
presence for 3 presence for 4 

hours at 1 00 hours at 1 00 

miles and 360 miles and 360 

degree coverage degree coverage 

from the from the 

controiiinu asset, conlrollinu asset. 



Shipboard Operations 

Shall be capable of safely launching, 
recovering, and rotor engagement in 
up to 35 knots of wind at 4000ft ISA 
from all VUAV capable ships, with a 
deck displacement of ±5® pitch, ±8® 
roll, ±5® yaw, and ±0.25g heave 
acceleration from 0® centerline . 



Operational Availability (Ao) 

0.85 0,95 




1. Based on CIAAT Baseline Asset Characteristics used to develop System Task Sequence (SDCIP) KPPs. 

2. In Medium Sea State 

3. Based on aspecificHeight of Eye, a medium size target, clear \Aeaiher, and 90% Probabili^' of Detection, 

4. Maintaining LOS with a data link 

5. WTien the IJ AV Common Automatic Recovery System (UCARS) line of sight between transponder and antenna is maintained 
for launchr'recovcry 


Technical Performance Measurement 

Design Reviews are being used to monitor technical performance and are reported in accordance 
with DHS periodic reporting requirements. 
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(2). VUAV INVESTMENT COST 

Key Cost Performance Parameters 


■ N'carS) 

;-'-s-.-lsnc Revision 

C&TD ( 

Sijuv- ; 

1 oml Acquisition rt.M 

■ "SSteM'" j 

Quantities 

45 

: Life~Cyde Cost Estimate 

St7,75.HVt 

Useful Life 

40 Years 


Cost Performance Measurements 

Earned Value Management is being used to monitor cost performance and is reported in 
accordance with DHS periodic reporting requirements. 

(3). VUAV INVESTMENT SCHEDULE 


Key Schedule Parameters 


‘‘Uicdil. 

tv- 1 1 AID , , , 

>1 lu.K 

a--; 



■P0R' ■ 

Q2/04 


€DR 

02/05 


TRR 

1QFY08 


PRR 

FYIO 


Lead Asset Delivery 

3QFY08 


OT&E Start 

FYIO 


OT&E Complete/IOC 

FYIO 


Final Asset Delivery /FOC 

FY25 



Schedule Performance Measurement 


The Integrated Master Schedule (IMS) in the contract is being used to monitor schedule 
performance and is reported in accordance with DHS periodic reporting requirements. 
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Surface category is focused on deitvering the surface asset capabilities required to meet the 
mission and system performance objectives. As such, the Surface category focuses on the total 
surface asset contribution, the characteristics of the surface assets, and the costs of acquiring the 
surface assets by asset class. Surface assets account for $15,393 Million of the Deepwater AC&l 
Cost Baseline and consists of contributing components and those surface components that 
provide a significant contribution to mission and system performance objectives. 

Contributing Component Summary 

Several projects within Surface Domain are contributing components to surface assets. These 
include the 1 10' to 123’ Patrol Boat Conversion that was stopped at eight conversions and the 
Small Boats Project that encompasses multiple assets. The total costs associated with these 
projects are $95 Million and $1 10 Million, respectively. These costs are included in the 
Deepwater AC&I Cost Baseline. 

Major Performance Components Summary 


The following table lists those surface assets that provide a significant contribution to mission 
and system performance objectives, their capabilities, and the total number of these assets in the 
Integrated Deepwater System. 


1 m - M . _ ■ 

s'}''*' 

\ kci Ni/c 1 

National Security Cutter (NSC) 

DHS/DOD/R2 1 Interoperability 
Redundant/Hardened/Improved C2 

28 kt Speed 

Extended/Enhanced Flight Deck 

Secure Compartmentalized Information Facility 
57mm Gun w/Combat Suite 

Integrated Remote Weapons - AT/FP Suite 

CBRNE Detection & Defense 

s . i 

Offshore Patrol Cutter (OPC) 

i DHS/DOD/R2nnteroperability 
Redundant/Hardened/Improved C2 

25 kt Speed 

Extended/Enhanced Flight Deck 

57mm Gun w/Combat Suite 
i CBRNE Detection 

25 

Fast Response Cutter (FRC) i 

: DHS/DOD/R21 Interoperability 
Redundant/Hardened/Improved C2 

Remote Weapons & AT/FP Suite 

Defense Survivability 
: 35-yr Composite Hull (‘A" Class) 

46 ‘A’ Class . 
12 Class 

Medium Endurance Cutter (MEC) 
Mission Effectiveness Project (MEP) 

Small boat davits replacement 

Oily water separator replacement 

Air conditioning & refrigeration plant replacement 
Evaporator replacement 

Upgrade main propulsion control and monitoring 
systems 

'*7 
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Patrol Boat (PB) 

Mission Effectiveness Project (MEP) 

Hull plate and internal structure replacement 

Ship service generator ^placement 

Po^er distribirtiott system replacement 

Air conditioning &- refrigeration plant replacement 
Water maker repl^emeht 

Fire suppression system replacement 

Fire alarm system replacement 

Upgrade main propulsion control and monitoring 
systems 

17 

1. Not all capabilities are provided on the B class offlieFRC 


2, This docs not inckide the first six PB MEPs accomplished with the $49M OIF Supplemental funding. 

The following sections provide the performance, cost and schedule data for each asset identified 
above that provides a significant contribution to system performance. 

a. NATIONAL SECURITY CUTTER <NSC) 

The National Security Cutter is one of the surface components of the Integrated Deepwater 
System that will be capable of extended on-scene presence, long transits and forward 
deployment. It will be equipped with improved interoperability, C4ISR, CQP and sensors that 
enhance surveillance, detection, classification, identification, and prosecution performance. The 
cutter and its deployed air and boat assets will operate worldwide within the range of its 
performance parameters in support of all Congressionally-mandated missions. 

(1). NSC INVESTMENT PERFORMANCE 


Key Performance Parameters 



litte 

Obi '1 


Sprint Speed (Knots) 28 

31 -f 


Patrol Speed (Knots) i 15 1 


Operating Range (NM) ■ 12,000 | 


Detection Range (NM) 11.7 | 


Continuous Efficient vfH 5 

Operations (Sea State) ‘ * 

Through 6 


Operational Availability 0.80 

0.90 



1 , In full load condition, calm -water, deep water, and clean hull 

2. In medium sea state 


3, Calculated with the maximum fuel at the most economical speed 

4, Based on a medium size target, clear weather, and 90% P.O.D. 

5, For replenishment and below deck stowage, operation is at best heading 


Technical Performance Measurement 

Design Reviews are being used to monitor technical performance and are reported in accordance 
with DHS periodic reporting requirements. 
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Key Cost Performance Parameters 


C o4 ( j hci) \ car (ki'-chnc i iU \ ■ 'c ■ 

Phase; SDtlD ' Uni^' Toor* | 


; Total Aoqaisition Cost f $3,450M 

; Quantity 8 

; Life-Cycle Cost Estimate i $22,99SM 

Useful Life j 30 Years 

Cost Performance Measurements 

Earned Value Management is being used to monitor cost performance and is reported in 
accordance with DHS periodic reporting requirements. 


(3). NSC INVESTMENT SCHEDULE 

Key Schedule Parameters 



iO .lime 2006^. . 


Preliminary' & Contract Design (P&CD) DTO.'' ' • • •• 
Start 

08/02 


SRR 

11/02 


PDR 

03/03 


CDR 

06/03 


P&CD DTO Complete 

06/03 

1 

Detailed Design (DD) DTO Start 

03/03 


PRR 

05/04 


DD DTO Complete 

03/05 


Long Lead Time Material (LLTM) DTO Start 

03/03 


; LLTM DTO Complete 

12/04 


= Production & Deployment (P&D) DTO Start 

06/04 


Deveiopmenta! Testing & Evaluation (DT&E) 
Complete 

Q4FY07 


: P&D DTO Complete 

Q4FY08 


First Asset Delivered 

Q4FY07 


; IOC 

Q4FY08 


OT&E Complete 

Q4FYI0 


^ Final asset delivered/FOC 

FY14 
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Schedule Performance Measurement 

The Integrated Master Schedule (IMS) in the contract is being used to monitor schedule 
performance and is reported in accordance with DHS periodic reporting requirements. 

b. OFFSHORE PATROL CUTTER (OPC) 

The Offshore Patrol Cutter is one of the surface components of the Integrated Deepwater System 
that will be capable of extended on-scene presence, long transits and forward deployment. It will 
be equipped with improved interoperability, C41SR, COP and sensors that enhance surveillance, 
detection, classification, identification, and prosecution performance. The cutter and its 
deployed air and boat assets will operate worldwide within the range of its performance 
parameters in support of all Congressionally-mandatcd missions. 

(1). OPC CLASS INVESTMENT PERFORMANCE 


Key Performance Parameters 


»'nt» M 

_ . " JlTlCitllulu-- "" ...-OjliyUlU... . '’’.-s' ' 

Sprint Spied* (Knots) , 

Patrol Speed ® (Knots) | 14 1 


Operating Range <’>(NM) 9,000 j 


Detection Range *‘‘’(NM) i H.7 I 


Continuous Efficient ' 5 ' 

C.)periitions ^ (Sea State) , ® 


Opefaiional Availability Ao 0.80 i 0.90 



1. In full load condition, calm water, deep water, and clean hull 

2. In medium sea state 

3. Calculated with the maximum fuel at the most economical speed 

4. Based on a specific Height of Eye. a medium size target, clear weather, and 90% Probabili^ of Detection, 

For replenishment and strike down, operation is at best heading 

Technical Performance Measurement 

Design Reviews are being used to monitor technical performance and are reported in accordance 
with DHS periodic reporting requirements. 



(2). OPC INVESTMENT COST 


$47,601M 
30 Years 


Life-Cycle Cost Estimate 
; Useful Life 
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Cost Performance Measurements 

Earned Value Management is being used to monitor cost performance and is reported in 
accordance with DHS periodic reporting requirements. 

(3). OPC INVESTMENT SCHEDtITE ® 


Key Schedule Parameters 



Baselini, i- ' ■'•'t *1 ■ 

10 June 2006 

P&CDDTO Start 

06/04 

Design Suspended 

FY06 

SRR 

Q2FY09 

PDR 

FYIO 1 

CDR 

FYIO j ! 

P&CD DTO Complete 

FYIO i i 

; DD DTO Start 

FYiO 

: PRR 

FY12 ; ! 

i DD DTO Complete 

FY12 

i LLTM DTO Start 

FYIO 1 

■ LLTM DTO Complete 

FY13 j 

1 P&DDTOStart 

FY12 i i 

1 DT&E Complete 

FY14 1 

! P&D DTO Complete 

FY14 1 

< First Asset Delivered 

FYU 1 

OT&E Complcte/IOC 

FY15 j 

; Final asset delivered/FOC 

FY21 


I , OPC design effort is suspended in accordance with PEO direction. Baseline reschedule above reflects/anticipate.s restart no later 
than 0 1 May 2007. 

Schedule Performance Measurement 

The Integrated Master Schedule (IMS) in the contract is being used to monitor schedule 
performance and is reported in accordance with DHS periodic reporting requirements. 

c. FAST RESPONSE CUTTER (FRC) ‘A’ CLASS 

The Fast Response Cutter (FRC) ‘A’ Class is a critical component of the Deepwater system and 
a maritime security' workhorse, patrolling in both coastal and high seas areas. Improved 
interoperability, C4ISR, COP and sensors will enhance surveillance, detection, classification, 
identification, and prosecution performance over capabilities of the legacy 1 10’ patrol boat. 

With its high readiness, speed, adaptability and endurance, the FRC can respond quickly and 
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effectively to emerging security and safety issues and is essential to achieving mission success in 
Congressionally-mandated missions. 

(1). FRC *A’ CLASS INVESTMENT PERFORMANCE 


Key Performance Parameters 


Pcrt’orm.mcc 

SU&n i 

K.c\ I’aiamctcr 

>0 Juiie2006__ 

Re\FNi«.iti “ ' 

Threshold c 

Sprint Speed (Knots) 

30 40 



Patrol Speed (Knots) 

10 



Operating Range (Days) 

5 J 



Detection Range (NM) 

10.2 



Continuous Efficient 
Operations (Sea State) 

4 Through 5 




Operational Availability Aq 

0.80 0.90 




I, In full load condition, calm water, deep water, and cle^ hull 


2. in medium sea state 

3. Calculated with the maximum fuel at the most economical speed 

4.. Based on a specific Height of Bye, a medium size target, clear we^^hcr, and 90% Probability of Detection, 

5. For replenisliment and strike down, operation is at best heading 

Technical Performance Measurement 

Design Reviews are being used to monitor technical performance and are reported in accordance 
with DHS periodic reporting requirements. 

(2). FRC ‘A’ CLASS INVESTMENT COST 


Key Cost Performance Parameters 


1 — 

1 

Total Acquisition Cost ' 

f"°'" $2,613M 

Quantities 

46 

Life-Cycle Cost Estimate 

SI7,I93M 1 

Useful Life ! 

35 Years 


Cost Performance Measurements 

Earned Value Management is being used to monitor cost performance and is reported in 
accordance with DHS periodic reporting requirements. 
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(3). FRC ‘A’ CLASS INVESTMENT SCHEDULE 

Key Sch^ule Parameters 



P.Vl 

M) June duuo 

' FRC A Clabs design elfoH stopped Feb 2006 to assess and mmgi^tectecal ns!a and investigate TOC reduction opportunities. i 

Baseline Below reilett.s anticipates restart bs' March 2{S>7. . ; . 

SRR 

04/05 

P&CD DTO Complete 

08/05 


Concept & DD DTO Start 

09/05 


PDR 

09/05 


Design Suspended 

02/06 


Design Re-Start 

QI/FY07 


LLTM DTO Start 

Q2FY08 


; LLTM DTO Complete 

Q3FY0S 


; DD & Production (DD&P) DTO Start 

QSFYOS 


! PRR 

Q1FY09 


DT&E Complete 

FYIO 


DD&P DTO Complete 

FYIO 


; First Asset Delivered 

Q4FY10 


1 OT&E CompIetion/IOC 

Q4FY11 


; Final asset delivered/FOC 

FY16 



Schedule Performance Measurement 

The Integrated Master Schedule (IMS) in the contract is being used to monitor schedule 
performance and is reported in accordance with DHS periodic reporting requirements. 

d. FAST RESPONSE CUTTER (FRC) ‘B’ CLASS 

The Fast Response Cutter (FRC) ‘B’ Class is a critical component of the Deepwater system and a 
maritime security workhorse, patrolling in both coastal and high seas areas. Improved 
interoperability, C4ISR, COP and sensors will enhance surveillance, detection, classification, 
identification, and prosecution performance over capabilities of the legacy 110’ patrol boat. 

With its high readiness, speed, adaptability, and endurance, the FRC can respond quickly and 
effectively to emerging security and safety issues and is essential to achieving mission success in 
Congressionally-mandated missions. 
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(1). FRC ‘B’ CLASS INVESTMENT PERFORMANCE 


Key Performance Parameters 




lime 1 

RcviAion-'t 1 

' S.V i > ■ ■ 

sO Ltnc .'OsU' 


1 

'■iv UT 

! hrcshoid 

< "■'IvA’O-. 

] hreshold 


^nots) 

28 

40 



Patrol Speed (Knots) 

10 

!6 



Operating Range (Days) 

5 

7 


i 

Detection Range (NM) 

10.2 



Continuous Efficient 

Operations (Sea State) 

4 

Through 5 



Operational Availability Ao 

0.80 

0.90 




i In full load condition, cahn water, deep water, and clean KuH 


2. in medium sea state 

3, Calculated with the maximum fuel at the most economical speed 

4. Based on a medium size target, clear weather, and 90% P.OiD, 

5, For replenishment and strike down, operation is at best beading 

Technical Performance Measurement 

Technical performance will be determined by the Government by Acceptance Tests in 
accordance with contract requirements and then reported in accordance with DHS periodic 
reporting requirements. 

(2). FRC ‘B’ CLASS INVESTMENT COST 


Key Cost Performance Parameters 


t ost( Then Year $) i 

^ Baselme. 


( .•vi'iiT. SD^t> 

10 June 2006 " " ’ 


Total Acquisition Cost 

$593 M 


Quantity 

12 


Life-Cycle Cost Estimate 

$5,063M 

Useful Life 

1 5 Y ears 


Cost Performance Measurements 

Earned Value Management is being used to monitor cost performance and is reported in 
accordance with DHS periodic reporting requirements. 


37 



405 


IDS APBvl.l 


(3). FRC ‘B’ CLASS IN\ ESTMENT SCHEDULE 

Key Schedule Parameters 


SclK’di 


Ke\ h'mi 

Phase KtD 



CG Proven Craft/Parent Craft Review 

QATYOe 


CG Request for Proposal to ICGS 

Q4/FY06 


iCGS Starts Construction 

FY07 


First FRC-B Class Delivered 

FY09/10 

: 

i 

Last FRC B"Class Delivered 

FY12 



Schedule Performance Measurement 

The Integrated Master Schedule (IMS) in the contract will be used to monitor schedule 
performance and is reported in accordance with DHS periodic reporting requirements. 

e. MEDIUM ENDURANCE CUTTER (MEC) MISSION EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT 
(MEP) 

The Medium Endurance Cutter (MEP) Mission Effectiveness Project (MEP) will maintain the 
overall mission effectiveness of the 270’ and 210* WMEC cutter classes until applicable assets in 
the IDS program are delivered. Since these cutter classes are not being replaced one for one, 
these cutters need to be retained in operational service until IDS assets become available to 
assume their operational workload. Each 270’ and 210’ WMEC provides up to 185 days: of 
mission performance per year; a loss of that capability puts achievement of long-term DHS 
performance goals at risk. The goal of the WMEC Mission Effectiveness Project is to itiijiroYe 
die puttOrls operating and cost performance by replacing equipment that has the highestfailufe 
rate with more reliable equipment. 

(1). MEC MEP INVESTMENT PERFORMANCE 


Key Performance Parameters 


Pciiornianci 

Pius.se. Ptv'dsicSiori 
key ParatHcier 

thi'esi 

ia’''''," 

dipc 

Revssi 

-dUiseshoid 

'on i 

tibsccinv. 

210’ ServiceLife 

Extension 

2017 

2022 



; 270’ ServiceLife 

Extension 

2023 

2027 




Technical Performance Measurement 


Design Reviews are being used to monitor technical performance and are reported in accordance 
with DHS periodic reporting requirements. 
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Key Cost Performance Parameters 


1 o.sT ilhcn N eai S) , - 

iLs .LsK I 

RtAissou 

C'unx’SH F'hase: Fmductioii 

UiH:. 


Total Acquisition Cost 

t3l7M 


Quantities 

27 


Life-Cycle Cost Estimate 

$7J57M 

: Useful Life 

5 -15 years 


i , Vessels will operate within existing operational tase. 

Cost Performance Measurements 

Earned Value Management is being used to monitor cost performance and is reported in 


accordance with DHS periodic reporting requirements. 

(3). MEC MEP INVESTMENT SCHEDULE 

Key Schedule Parameters 

M... — .i-. 

lO June 2006 


MEC MEP Project Initiation 

04/03 


Delivered 1* Phase 1 270’ CuUer (TAMPA) 

02/06 


Delivered 1“210’ Cutter (DEPENDABLE) 

03/06 ! 

Deliver last Phase 2 270’ Cutter 

FYi6 

Deliver last210’ Cutter 

FY12 



Schedule Performance Measurement 

The Integrated Master Schedule (IMS) in the contract is being used to monitor schedule 
performance and is reported in accordance with DHS periodic reporting requirements. 

f. PATROL BOAT (PB) MISSION EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT (MEP) 

The Patrol Boat (PB) Mission Effectiveness Project (MEP) will maintain the overall mission 
effectiveness of the 1 10’ WPB cutter class until applicable assets in the IDS program are 
delivered. Since this cutter class is not being replaced one for one, these cutters need to be 
retained in operational service until IDS assets become available to assume their operational 
workload. Each 110’ WPB provides 104 days of mission performance per year; a loss of that 
capability puts achievement of DHS performance goals at risk. The goal of the WPB Mission 
Effectiveness Project is to improve the cutter’s operating and cost performance by replacing 
equipment that has the highest failure rate with more reliable equipment that is more easily 
maintained and supported. 
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(1). PB MEP INVESTMENT PERFORMANCE 

Kev Performance Parameters 







b 

! hreshoLl t 

c c.lAV 

ihicsiioki i^bieclhc | 


Extension 


2019 


2028 


Technical Performance Measurement 

Design Reviews are being used to monitor technicai performance and are reported in accordance 
with DHS periodic reporting requirements. 


(2). PB MEP INVESTMENT COST 

Key Cost Performance Parameters 


( \'sr (Then Ve;ii i 



Biiscline ^ 

Total Acquisition Cost 

$n7M 



Quantities 

17 


Life-Cycle Cost Estimate 

$897M 

Useful Life 

5 - 15 Years 


1 . Vessels will operntc within existing operational base. 

Cost Performance Measurements 

Earned Value Management is being used to monitor cost performance and is reported in 
accordance with DHS periodic reporting requirements. 


(3). PB MEP INVESTMENT SCHEDULE 

Key Schedule Parameters 


1 t huh i' 

i 

i 

Baselme^" ' 1 

2066 i -rli 

.<v. 1__ L*, SS.AL 

PB MEP Project Initiation 


02/05 

Deliver D' Patrol Boat 


FY09 

Deliver last Patrol Boat 


FY13 I 


Schedule Performance Measurement 

The Integrated Master Schedule (IMS) in the contract is being used to monitor schedule 
performance and is reported in accordance with DHS periodic reporting requirements. 
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9. C4ISR 

C4ISR refers to the systems and subsystems.that Me part of the Deepwater Command, Control, 
Communieations. Computer, Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance (C4ISR) System. 
The C4ISR system is designed to provide opaationally relevant information and knowledge to 
Coast Guard commanders to allow for the efficient and effective exercise of authority, while 
directing and monitoring assigned forces and first responders across the full range of Coast 
Guard operations. C41SR is literally the “glue” that binds the Deepwater assets together into a 
“Systems Solution.” The types of work that the C41SR system will accomplish are to: 

• Collect operational and intelligence data; process and integrate that data into 
operationally valued and assured information; and analyze, evaluate, and/or interpret the 
available operational and intelligence information into actionable knowledge to enhance 
Maritime Domain and Situational Awareness within maritime areas of the United States, 
specifically focused on preventing terrorist or other illegal acts like drug smuggling while 
simultaneously assisting mariners in distress or aiding maritime shipping; 

• Systematically enable persistent surveillance needs required to maintain the operational 
and commercial viability of the United States Maritime Domain consisting of ports, 
waterways and coastal areas on the water’s surface, and above the water by visual, audio, 
electronic, photographic, or other means; and 

• Obtain, by technical sensor and intelligence methods and visual observation, information 
about the activities and possible threats from terrorists and other criminal activity, while 
concurrently observing and assisting legitimate users in American Ports, Waterways and 
Coastal regions, 

C41SR accounts for $1,353 Million of the Deepwater Acquisition Cost Baseline and consists of 
contributing components and those C4ISR projects that provide a significant contribution to 
system performance. 

Contributing Component Summary 

This category includes shore upgrades and legacy cutter upgrades. The total cost associated with 
shore upgrade projects is $102 Million of the Deepwater Acquisition Cost Baseline. The total 
cost associated with legacy cutter upgrade projects is $1 80 Million of the Deepwater Acquisition 
Cost Baseline. 

Major Performance Component Summary 


The following table lists those C4ISR assets that provide a significant contribution to mission 
and system performance objectives along with their capabilities. 



t'apaluin k-. 1 

Common Operational Picture (COP) 

Command & Control Improvements 

Communication Automation 

Radio Direction Finding Upgrade 

High Frequency Auto Linking 

Satellite Communication Interoperability with DoD i 

Bonding Party Communication Upgrade 
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The following section provides the performance, cost and schedule data COP, 

a. COMMON OPERATIONAL PICTURE (COP) 

Simply pul. C'41SU is the eyes, ears, nervous and cognitive reasoning system of Deepwater, 
allowing the Coast Guard to see, hear, comprdiend and communicate what is happening in 
America’s maritime regions. This is accomplished using modern electronic components, such as 
interoperable radio and satellite communication systems and improved optical/radar sensors, that 
can improve visual sightings in almost total darkness and can detect maritime targets in all 
weather conditions, and by using an interoperable network to bring all operational and 
intelligence data together, transforming that data into operationally-focused, intelligence-infused 
information in a Common Operating Picture (COP). 

(1). COP INVESTMENT PERFORMANCE 


Key Performance Parameters 


rtotinance 

Phase 

Kei 1 .(rameiei rhres»}:.i i 

l^,2006 ”1 

Obiective Ihreshofd 


Track File Capacity (# of) 

12000 

■ 20000 


Computer Network 
Infrastructure Utilization 
(Percentage of Total 
Network Throughput) 

40% 

(60% remains 
available for 
surge 

capacity/other 

usage) 

i 

10% 

(90% remains 
available for 
surge 

capacily/other 

usage) 

1 

S.-VreOM Bandwidlh 
(Kbps) 

256 

1000 

[ 

Information Security 

C4ISR Systems shall be capable of 
exchanging classified voice, video and 
data information at the Secret, Top 

Secret, SCI, & SBU Levels as 
appropriate within the Coast Guard 
and with DOD, DHS and Other 

Government Agencies. 

i 

i' 

1 

1 

Operational Availability 

The CG-C2 system shall be able to 
operate 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, 

365 days a year, when the asset is in 
an operational status, with a 99.9% 
availability, as defined by COP 
availability to the CG-C2 operator 
(excluding planned maintenance) 
onboard the asset. 

1 

Interoperability 

C4ISR Systems 
shall be capable 
of exchanging 
voice, video and 
data infonnation, 
with all Coast 
Guard Assets, 
Command 

C4ISR Systems 
shall be capable 
of exchanging 
voice, video and 
data information, 
with all Coast 

Guard Assets, 

Command 
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Ba^ciinc 

Rc\ iMon “ i 

'ujunt 



Threshoki 

Ohieexiw 

rhieshoid ? 

: Centers, CAMS. 

('enters. CAMS. 


DOD, OCCS-M 

DOD, (ICCS-M 


systems, Combat i 

sy^emSj Combat 


Commanders znid 

iCoimnandem i 

1 I 

: DHS C2 systems = 

DHS C2 systems 


including Rescue 

(including Rescue 

1 j 

21 and OneNet 

21 and OneNet) 

f ' ■ i 


along with other 



Federal, State & 

i ' , . ■ 1 


Local ^encies. 

1 ■ . ■ 1 


Technical Performance Measurement 

Design Reviews are being used to monitor technical performance and are reported in accordance 
with DHS periodic reporting requirements. 


(2). COP INVESTMENT COST 


Key Cost Performance Parameters 


Cs"^E 1 Uicn "I'car i 

" unum P % '•I | 

t01une20®6- 

... 

Total Acquisition Cost 

: $1,07IM 


Quantities 

4 Increments 



Life-Cycle Cost Estimate 

$1,071M 

Useful Life 

25 Years j 


Cost Performance Measurements 


Earned Value Management is being used to monitor cost performance and is reported in 
accordance with DHS periodic reporting requirements. 

(3). COP INVESTMENT SCHEDULE 


Key Schedule Parameters 



unc 

» 

Increment 1 PDR 

08/03 


Increment 1 CDR 

12/06 


Increment 2 Baseline Release 

i 3QFY07 


Increment 2 PDR 

12/05 


Increment 2 CDR 

3QFY07 


Increment 2 Baseline Release 

iQFY09 

1 
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a: SO&D 

■ to"";... 


Increment 3 PDR 

1OHY09 


Increment 3 CDR 

FYIO 

j 

Increment 3 Baseline Release 

FYIl 


Increment 4 PDR 

FY12 


Increment 4 CDR 

FY13 


Increment 4 Baseline Release 

FY14 



Schedule Performance Measurement 

The Integrated Master Schedule (IMS) in the contract is being used to monitor schedule 
performance and is reported in accordance with DHS periodic reporting requirements. 
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10. INTEGRATION AND OVERSIGHT 

“Integration and oversight” are those contributing activities that cut horizontally across the 
Surface, Air, and C4ISR categories. This section includes systems engineering and integration, 
government program management, technology obsolescence prevention, logistics, and 
infrastructure upgrades. This depiction is consistent with the capitalization methodology used to 
record the Deepwater assets in the Coast Guard financial statements as these costs are spread to 
the individual assets. 

a. Systems Engineering and Integration 

The Integrated Deepwater Systems (IDS) solution is designed to incorporate off-the-shelf 
systems and components, where possible. Therefore, Systems Engineering and Integration is 
essential to ensuring interoperability at the unit, system, and organizational levels, both internal 
to the Coast Guard and with other DHS and DOD assets. Effective systems integration — 
bringing things technically and operationally together so they operate as a system — will 
minimize the cost of asset acquisition, operations and maintenance, maximize the assets’ ability 
to integrate with each other (and those of other agencies), and minimize the risk inherent in a 
comprehensive and complex engineering project of Deepwater’s scope and magnitude. Systems 
Engineering and Integration accounts for $1,1 18 Million of the Deepwater Acquisition Cost 
Baseline. 

b. Government Program Management 

The Integrated Deepwater System (IDS) program management staff gives the Coast Guard the 
capability to protect the government’s interests during the Deepwater acquisition and ensures the 
System Integrator delivers products and services to the Coast Guard that both meet the terms and 
conditions of the contract and provide the capabilities and performance the Coast Guard requires 
to accomplish assigned missions. It is the responsibility of the Coast Guard to ensure that the 
products delivered by the System Integrator meet the government’s performance specifications. 
The Coast Guard does this through its staff collocated at the System Integration Program Office 
(SlPO), and at several other contractor and government locations. The staff includes a number 
of government military, civilian, and support contractors experienced in all phases of large, 
complex acquisition programs. Many of the program management staff personnel participate as 
members on Integrated Product Teams charged with the day-to-day implementation of the IDS. 
Government Program Management accounts for $1,518 Million of the Deepwater Acquisition 
Cost Baseline. 

c. Technology Obsolescence Prevention 

In general, Technology Obsolescence Prevention (TOP) supports Integrated Deepwater Systems 
(IDS) assets for the 40-year duration of the program. For example, if a computer were placed in 
service in 2005, it would be replaced in 2010. The replacement is chosen based on the .same 
requirements as the original equipment. The cost allocated is the original cost plus an inflation 
factor for 2010. This amount is allocated according to different service lives of equipment sub 
systems until an asset is either disposed of or the end of the IDS contract period is reached. 
Technology Obsolescence Prevention accounts for $345 Million of the Deepwater Acquisition 
Cost Baseline. 
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Deepwater Logistics is designed to support the Deepwater System as new surface and air assets 
and capabilities are delivered or as legacy Coast Guard aircraft are converted into Deepwater 
end-state assets. Logistics support is envisioned to be centrally managed with strict 
configuration management. The IT Tool selected to facilitate implementation and execution of 
the Deepwater System is the Logistics Information Management System (LIMS), which requires 
installation at specific Coast Guard Shore Units that will be responsible for providing logistics 
support. 


The other main component of logistics is the facilities that will become the home base for the 
assets (new ships and planes as well as converted legacy aircraft). These facilities fail into one 
of two categories: 1) current Coast Guard facilities that are modified to be used for the new' 
and/or converted assets, such as lengthening piers for a longer ship, and 2) newly acquired 
facilities, including land and the associated buildings that will be the new home base for the 
Deepwater ships and aircraft. 


Logistics support includes the following functional work: 1) maintenance, 2) manpower 
considerations for the assets, such as the design of controls for engineers on ships and flight 
controls on aircraft, 3) supply support in terms of parts, 4) special equipment used for testing and 
calibrating the cutters and planes electronic systems, 5) providing the technical manuals related 
to operations and maintenance, 6) all aspects of training and training tools, 7) computer support 
for the asset (if not already included in the C4ISR budget), and 8) the physical movement and 
care of the parts, equipment components, and supplies, including packaging, handling, storage 
and transportation. 

Logistics and Infrastructure Upgrades account for $481 Million of the Deepwater Acquisition 
Cost Baseline. 
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OS. Stcart^ 

Wtttdn^. DC 20521 



Homeland 

Security 


DecHnlw t2, 2006 


MEMORANmJMFOR: MgMP.Jw 1 u»ii 

Deputy Scdctary 

FROM: Scott ai«bo^5?|c^. 

Vice Clair, b^mnort Review Board 

SUBJECT: USCG N«tkinwi<te Autonutic Identificakm Sysim (NAIS) 

Acquisition De^ » Memonuiduin 

Tbe nulled deciMOtt mono is baaed on • pepet IRB review conducted by the IniepMed Project 
Review Te«n(WI>, This teem cimiprisesndiiect matter eqtens from the fbllowtng offices: CFO, 
CIO, Privacy, Policy, Security, CPO, CAO, Oiftx of Ae Geamd Counsel, aid S&T. The leview 
cwmMed of a pn^pm levtew sBid assessment oi NAIS proposed basdines frir ciat. ^tedule and 
perf(»mance as idemified in dieir Aojuirition Pntgram Baseline (APB). There are no controversial 
issues remaining from this review. 

The deeisioo memo authorizes NAIS to btgjn pr iduetion of first increment capabilitieB while 
fciainit^ IRB overright on Inciemmits 2 Bid 3. t^ariier, it approves die APB. 

Your concurrence to allow Increment I to enter Ise Production and Deployment phase will provide 
the cifistRlity to teccivc AIS messaps within thi natiem’s SS highest criti^ ports and coastal areas 
out to 24 m^cd miles u well at traiiafcr,8t(He,«xtdis|rity data recmvedfiwn these rites. The 
USCO will be amhorizied to proceed with c^lri ity deveiopment fin Incremmits 2 and 3 hut return 
to dto IRB frir a nulBUone review prior to awarding induction connacts to determine: 

• IheafroKbbilityoftheteidhnicdsotuttors. 

« An adequate Return on Investment for ea;h capability increment. 


If y«i coiKur, I will onmsmit the attached IRB dtdskni immiQ to the U. S. Coast Guard. 


Omcui/date 



n-lUPh 


Non-Concur/date 


Modify/dme 


Needs • Uscusaton/dBe 
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Section B: Top-Uvel Investment Baseline 

In compliance with the Maritime Transportation Sscunty Act of 2002, emerging Department of Homeland 
Security (DHS) requirements and the need to Improve maritime security, marine safety, navigational ^ety. 
search and rescue and environmental protection servi»s, the Coast Guard Is developing an Automatic 
Identifeatlon System (AiS>-based network t« vessel facking and communicatton, entitled the NationwWe 
Automaflc Identification System |NA1S). 

The Automatic Identfflcation System (AIS) is a maritirre digital broadcast system that corrtin^lly transmits 
and rer^ves data voteetesly, vrfrkSi has been adopted by the International Iferifime Organlzadrm as an 
intemaHonal standard for shlp-toship, SWp-to-shore aid shore-loahip communicadon of navigation 
informaion. AIS units operating in proxknity to eatJi c ther automaticatly rveate a virtuaJ network. Shore 
stattons can also join these virtual netwrsks, and can receive shipbo^ AIS signals, perform network and 
frequency management, and send additional broadca st or individual informational messages to AIS- 
equipped vessels. 

Tf» U.S. Coast Guard major acquisition projerS, NAIS, provides the necessary terrestrial, sea and air-based 
eommunteations equipment and capability to receive AIS intaimation from AIS equipped ve^eis In the ports, 
waterways, coastal stones (aptRroximatety O-SO nauScj l miles from shore) and seaward in tntwnMi«ial 
waters (out to approximaWy 2,000 nautfcat mites ffon the coast). The vessel AIS data eoBected arte 
processed provide the aMHy to identify and track these vessels, whidi significantly confrtosles to thieving 
Martime Domain Awareness and inftxm operational decision majtets. NAtS wilt also take advanta^ of the 
functtondity to kansmit AIS data, send text messages , process and use binary apfBkattons, conduct chanrwl 
management and other functions designed Into the AIS standard. 

Through the provision of these capabilities, NAIS will siupport DHS stralegk: goals of Awareness, Prevention, 
ProtecBon and Response. The information provided t y NAIS will suwxjtt many of the nation's matime 
interests, improve navigatioo safety, reduce mattime lecurlty risks and facilitate vessel identification and 
tracking within the U.S. navigable waters and out to 2,000 nautical mites offshore. 

The NAIS Operational Requirements Decument (ORC) requires system capability to be provided in three 
incrsmerts, as follows: 

1 Receive Only in Crticai Ports and Ctoastal Anas; basic data management services and 
dissemination 

2. Coastal Transmit and Receive Nationwide: advanced data management services, robust 
Infrastructure, interoperabaity with multiple command and control systems 

3. Long Range Receive Nationwide 

The primary benefit of an incremental approach is that the capability timtf ines mandated in the ORO can be 
achiet«d. Maribme security st^ehokte^ will receive jsefel v^sel tr»ddng capabHity and the Cttest Guard 
and DHS can demcmstrate progress in complying with the Maritime Transportation Security Act of 2002 m«e 
quickly than would be otherwise possiWe, In particula ■, the strategy for implementing Increment 1 will 
provkte port security stakehokteis with vessel tracking and maritime awareness caftebSity for imprwted 
resource atlocation decision making and enhanced port security two to four years sooner than would be 
possWe If acquired under one contract action. Implenienting NAIS In these three increments will also help to 
address technical, logistical and budgetary risks that vouid be more difficull to manage in a single step 
approach. The capability Increments have been structured in consideration of DHS mission priorities, 
maturity of AIS technology, and engineering and suppm feasibility. For example, the capability to transmit 
arte receive AIS nationwide wBI be partially based on t r^ineering. support^ility, maintainability, and 
reliatxiity information derived from the first increment. 
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Section B.1: Investment Performance 


Key Parametef 

, n':. • . tfwkv. ** y > 

Thresholc 

l:«W*.titf3SWf.f*« II III M 

if 

live 

Transmit 

Transmit alt standard AIS nessagesin 
the areas defined in ORD Section 3.1.3 
and Table 3.2 with the lhr« shdd 
probability for reception 

Transmit all standard AIS messa^ in 
the areas defined in ORD SerXIon 3.1 .3 
and Table 3.2 with the otjKSive 
probability lor reception 

Network Services 

Provide all received AIS rressages to the 
a(A>rophate local commanj and control 
entity and to the Sensitive but 

Undassifred (SBU) Common Operational 
Picture (COP). 

Provide all received AIS messages to 
the SBU COP, tntetkgencB community, 
loc^ commarxl and control s^lem(s), 
and extemai enfrties as required. 

Data Management 

Perform data validation or AIS 
information received. Pro<'ide AIS data to 
an at^prlate archive for storage and 
retrieval. 

Perform data validation wi AIS 
information received. Correlate AIS 
data with other sources and provide 
this correlatedlfused information to the 
appropriate command and control 
system. Have as part of NAIS a 
means for «chMng and retrieval rrf 

AIS and correlated data. 

Interoperability 

Provide NAIS data in a standard format to 
Coast Guard systems and external 
systems, integrate NAIS (apabllity with 
Sector Command Center < ore Command 
and Control (C2) systems :a provide for 
control of AIS functionality (e.g.. 
transmission of text messr oes. etc ) 

Provide NAIS data in a customized 
format to all required Coast Guard and 
extenral systems. Integrate NAIS 
capability with appropriate C2 systems 
to provide interoperability as nerassary 
to support operatioruri requirements. 

Threshold and Objective Receive and Transmit Levels of Service from 

ORD Tables 3.1 and 3.2 provided as 


Appendix A. General Coverage Requirements. Definitons and Exceptions from ORD provided as Appendix B. 
listing of Critical Ports and Coastal Areas defined in C RD Appendix D provided as Appendix C, 

Tecfrnfeaf Performance Measurwnenr 

The NAIS Protect Office will manage the technical aspects of the project by using Integrated Product Teams 
(IPT) and an integrated Digital Environment (iDE) Ths IPTs include government project office and Coast 
Guard Centers of Excellence (COEs), contractor, and Alter industry members. The IPTs and appttspriafe 
wofkirg groups v«lt conduct formal and informal technic^ interchange meetings. These meetings edO fttcus 
on the timely and free exchange of infonnation. The IPT process will be augmented and supported by an 
interacfrve IDE to enable the paperless exchange of Inbrmatlon among teammates and stakeholders across 
nearly transparent boundaries. For example, the Govianmem and the Contractor will use the IDE to submit, 
review, and approve contract data deliverables. This c ay-to-day process will be overlain by a series of 
formal project reviews, design reviews (Preliminary Desist Review (PDR) and Critical Drafen Review 
(CDRj), and award fee evaluations that will be used to monitor tech^al perfrxmance. 
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Section B.2; Investment Cost 



r: iliS IS"- =1. “-S- I.:=Vi -£££.^^1^3 £=£££: •■r£££=fHS£L J E."£r‘ Slid $10.6W ^pCESfiOnS 

and Maintenance expended on prototype, pianmng, and sue port efforts through the Concept Techn(*>ar and 
Development Riase of the investment. 


Cosf Perftumancs Ueasurmnent 

Ttw Government will monitor performance and cost adherence effectiveness through Int^rated Baseline 
Reviews (IBRj, Inte^ted Master Stdiedules (IMS), program reviews, regul®’ and frequent meetings and 
anal^is of monthly progress reports. The NAIS Privet will dso establish a Pftnect Resident Offiee to 
faeffitate contract ^ministration and monitor progress Contracts will include Earned Value Management 
(EVM) as a prt^ect management tort as requVed hy C MB Circular A- 1 1 . The Govwnment »S1 require the 
otntr^or to Implement an EVM System, using ANSI/EIA 748 as guidarx* to manage, monto and measure 
cost schedule and performance; and to integrate EVM principles into management proewses. The 
contractor wll be requiraJ to provide near real-time access via the IDE to EVM data. Performatwe repwts 
wfll be required at minimum on a monthly basis as a ontract data item detivefable. The NAIS Preset Office 
wilt ensure dedicated resources are established to art vely monitor and trade program cost and schedule 
using the EVM data and reports and provide timely notification to the NAIS Project Manager of negative 
trends or projected variances discovered. Additional^ . each Government IPT leader win use EVM as a tool 
In managing the program. 

Within dO days of award of a contract for this acquisition, an ISR will be conducted to verify the technical 
content of the Performance Measurement Baseline (PMB), the accuracy and logic cd schedules, and the 
adequacy of budgets. As future planning packages In the baseline are developed into detailed plans, the 
Government and Contractor will work ‘shoutdo' to shculdrt' to review those detailed baseline plans. 

Once the IBR has been completed and the PMB estatfehed, the contractor vwll submit monthly contract 
performance reports showing cost and schedule adhe’ence to the PMB. The Contracting Officer's Technical 
Representative (COTR) and other Project Office staff urill review these reports and work with contrartors to 
develop and implement corrective actions as necessa y. Incentive fee determinations wiB consider, among 
other things, the contractor’s effectiveness of managirg cost to the PMB. 

Section B.3: Investment Schedule 



• A# schedule date presented in this Are document are ba red on the NAIS IntegrrtBd Schedule and are S» 

NAIS Ptojert OfSce's best esftnate as of May 19. 2006. 


NiationMds Autortatic Identtlksiion System 

PFcHect Baselirte Ver^ 1 .0 
May 25.2006 


4 




421 


For Offlciti! Use Only 


Sdfmii/fe Perfamm^ thasarmaent 

The Government imII monitw perfomnance and schedule adherence effectiveness through Integrated 
Baseline Reviews (IBR), Integrated Master Sdiedules (IMS), prop'am reviews, regular and frequent 
meeting and analysis of monthly progress reports. The NAIS Project wAII also establish a Project Resident 
Office to facilitate contract administratkMi and monitor progress. Contracts will include Earned Value 
Management (EVM) as a project management tool as required by OMB Circular A-1 1 , The Govemmerrt vmII 
reqtrire the txmtactor to Implement an EVM System, using ANSI/EIA 748 as guidanceto manage, monitor 
and m^sure cost, schedule and pafermance; and to integrate EVM principles into management processes. 
The contractor be required to provide near real-litt a access via the IDE to EVM d^. Fferformance 
repMts wfl'U be required at minimum on a monthly basi i as a contract data item dellverabte. The NAIS 
Project Office wi «tsure dedicated resources are estiblished to actively monitor and hack phogram cost and 
sclwdule using the EVM data and reports and provide timely notification to the NAIS Project Mansger of 
n^ative trends or (rojected variances discovered. Additionally, each Government IPT leader will use EVM 
as a tod in managing the program. 

Within 90 days of award of a contract for this acquisitiiin, an IBR will be conducted to verify the technical 
content of the Pratormance Measurement Baseline (PMB), the accuracy and Icgic of schedules, and the 
adequacy of bud^ts. As Mure planning padtages in the baseline are devetopsed into detailed plans, the 
Government and Contractor w9t vrork "shoulder to shoulder* to review those detailed basrfme plans. 

Once the IBR has been completed and the PMB estalfished, the contractor will subm# monthly conhad 
performance reports showing cost and schedule adhe-enee to the PMB. The COTR and other Prt^eet Office 
staff will review these reports and vwirk vmth contractos to develop and impilement corrective actions as 
necessary. Award fee determinations will consider, among other things, the contractor's effectiveness of 
managing schedule to the PMB. 
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Section C: Inert ment 1 Baseline 
Section C.1: Increment 1 Performance 


Key Pofanicter 

“w-tJl ( •eBBUa. 

Threshold | 

Objective 

Receive 


Receive AIS positton resorts af«! other m#ssas«s 

to Level of Service 1 and II per ORD Table 3.1 
objectives 

Network Swvices 


Provide att recalved AIS messages to the SBU 
COP, intelligenoe oommunSy, locai command 
and control system{s), wid eidemal entitles as 
required. 

Oata Management 

Provide AIS data to an 
appropriate archive for 
storage 

Pwfonn data validation <Mi AIS informatto 
received. Correiete AIS data with other sources 
and provide this cra-reiated/fused information to 
the appropriate command and control system. 

Have as part of NAIS a means for an^iving and 
retrieval ^ AIS and correlated data. 

interoperabWty 

Provide NAIS data in a 
standard format to Coast 

Guard systems. 

Provide NAIS data in a standard format to Coast 
Guard systems and external systems. Integrate 
NAIS capability with Sector Comm»id Center 
core Command and Control (C2) systems to 
provide for control of AIS tuncfionallty (e.g., 
transmission of text messages, etc.). 

Threshold and Objective Receive and Transmit Levels of Service from ORDT^Ies 3.1 and 3.2 provided as 
Appendix A. Geiwal Coverage Requirements, DefiniUdhS and Exceptions from ORD provided as Appendix B. 
Ltebng of Critical Ports and Coastal Areas defined in CRD Appendix D provided as Appendix C, 

Section C.2: Increment 1 Cost 

-mwmn. ..fnil .%?£ — .... .. . i -. 

If r 


:tr _ un 

, ^ Ai S- ' 5 ^ 


Section C.3; Increment 1 Schedule 

C-riiica^eHWs 

3|T2?TTplT:i^-rr' 

■ " .ii stQFW? 1 
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Section D: Incmment 2 Baseline 
Section D.1: Increment 2 Performance 


Key Parameter Threshot|i ODjectiye_ 


Receive 

Receive AIS position reptvis and other 
messages to Level of Service 1, II and III 
per ORD Table 3.1 threst olds 

Receive AIS pos»ton reporte and c^r 
messages per ORD T^e 3.1 objectives 

Transmit 

Transmit all standard AIS messages in 
the areas defined in ORD Table 3.2 with 
the threshold prrAability 1 jr reception 

Transmit all standard AIS messages in 
the areas defined in ORD Table 3.2 with 
the oblective orobabllitv for reception 

Network Services 

Provide aH rec^ved AIS nessages to the 
appropnate loc^ command and control 
entity and to the Sensitivt but 

Undassified (SBU) Comnon Operational 
PictiKe (C^). 

Provide all received AIS messages to the 
SBU COP. Intelligence community, local 
command and control system(s), and 
external entitles as required. 

Data Management 

Perfwm data vatidatlon oi AIS 
information received. Prc^ddeAlSdatato 
an appropriate archive foi stooge and 
reiiie^. 

Perform data validation on AIS 
information received. Correlate AIS data 
with other sources and provide Ms 
correlatedAised information to the 
appropriate command and coMrol 
system. Have as part of NAIS a means 
for archiving and retrieval of AIS and 
correlated data. 

Interoperability 

Provide NAIS data in a standard format to 
Coast Guard systems anil external 
systems. Integrate NAIS capability with 
Sector Command Center core Command 
and Control (C2) systems to provide for 
control of AIS funcHonaliri (e.g., 
transmission of text nessaoes. etc ) 

Provide NAIS data in a customized 
format to all required Coast Guard and 
external systems. Integrate NAIS 
capability with appropriate C2 systems 
to provide interoperability as necessary 
to support operational requireroents 


Threshold and Objective Receive and T ransmit Level!, of Service from ORD T aWes 3.1 and 3.2 provided as 
Appendix A. General Coverage Requirements, DefiniloiK and Exceptions from ORO provided as Appendix B. 
Listing of Critical Ports and Coastal Areas defined in (iRD Appendix D provided as Appendix C. 


Section D.2: increment 2 Cost 



Section D.3: increment 2 Schedule 
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Section E: Incriment 3 Baseline 


Section E.1 : Increment 3 Performance 


Receive 

Receii^ AIS pos(tk>n refi^irts 
and massages to bivel 

of Servtee tV and V per C RD 
Tat^e 3.1 toreshoWs 

Receive AIS posHion re?»rts smd other mess^es p^' 
ORD Table 3,1 objerSiv^ 

Network Services 

Provide aB received AIS 
messa^s to the appropr ate 
local command and control 
entity and to the Sensrtivf! but 
LMdassified (SBU) Comnon 
Ot^rational Rcture (CCM^ ). 

Provide ail r«:teived AIS messa^s to the SBU COP. 
inteUigef)ce community, command and confot 

system(s). and extern^ entitles as requned. 

Da^ M3na9ement 

Perform data validation oi AIS 
information received. Provide 
AIS data to an appropriat 3 
archive for stora^ and 
retrieval. 

Perform data validation on AIS Ir^rnmatton received. 
Correlate AIS data with oth^ sources and this 

corretated/fused infofmaton to the appropri^e 
cevnmand and contrd system . Have as pad NAIS a 
means for wchiving and r^iev^ of AIS and corr^aled 
data. 

tntefopEsngrtjility 

Provide NAtS data in a 
standard fnmat to Coast 

Guard systems and external 
systems. 

Provide NAIS data in a customized format to aH 
required Coast Guard and extemai systems. 


ThresMd and Objective Receive and Transmit Levetn of Service from ORO Tables 3.1 and 3.2 provided as 
Appendix A. General Coverage Requirements, Definitions and Exceptions from ORD provided as Appendix B, 


Section E.2: Inra-ement 3 Cost 



Automatte System 
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Appendix A: nTreshoW and Otqective AIS Receiro and Transmit Levels of Service 


Table 3.1 of NAIS OF® (dated 28 April 2006)- descrilies ihe general AIS receive requirements, with a given 
level of service requited in defined geo^’aphlc areas ss measured from the Iraseline. The Level of Sentice is 
expressed as the required rate of receivii^ AIS posit! jn reports from AlS-equipped vessels. 


I 

Receil 

i^e Coverage Area | 

SpttifMAnn 

Mand 

34.90niii 


m-iOOOrm 

tJPMlI 

e# 

1 

« 

m 

IV 

V 

AS 


Ohjscdva 

Ttmnhoid 


'nvisiRdd 

Ofefpdttv* 


Oi^vi 



jjjglll 


■i 

5 

minutes 

1 

minute 

2liours 

5 

minutes 

2 hours 


d hours 

1 hour 

HB 

■M 

EmnSmI 

liH 

5 

1 

rrmide 

- 

5 

minutes 

- 

1 hour 

- 

1 hour 


T^e 3.2 of NAIS Of® (dated 28 April 2006) - descrtoes the general AIS transmit requirements, with a given 
level of servce reputed in defined geographic areas is measured from Ihe baseline. The Level of Service is 
expressed as the probabfiity that a message iransmitted from a Nationwide AIS transmitter wilt be 
successfully received by an AIS mobile station within the specified area, and are identifted as levels LV as 
these probabilities aa specified for use in different gsogaphic ansas throughout this 01®. These 
probabilities may be met through repeat message transmission from a given base station sufficient number 
of times to ensure the threshold probability of receptic n is achieved, as long as such repeat transmissions do 
not negatively affect normal AIS operations. 



t4 

smft CoverfKjc Area 


Ports and other 
SpecModAraaa 

Mend Nsvigabte 
and CoasUM Waters 
out to 24 nm 

24>50nm 

SOM run 

MaeOGnm 


I 

II 

m 

W 

V 

AteTypa 

unmnim 

Ob|«c«v« 

ThrwtftoM 

Otilacthn 

Umlioid 

Oblaeliv* 

nvasIwM 

OHscew 

mtmdwM 

Qmcivt 

TypeT 

98% 

99% 

90% 

95% 

0% 

66% 

0 

33% 

0 



90% 

95% 

66% 

90% 

0% 

24% 

0 

24% 

0 

0 


■ Type t AIS mobile units are defined as having a minimum antenna height of 10 meters and a nominal transmit povarof 
t2,5 watts, typcal of a laigar dass vessel. 

” Type 2 AIS mobile units we defined as having a minimum antenna twight of 1 meter and a nominal transmit power of 
2.0 watts, typical of smafiet vessels. 
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Appendix B: General Coverage Requirements, Definitions and Exceptions 

From Section 3. 1 .1 and Appendix C of the NAIS ORO (dated 28 April 2006), 

The general geographic areas used In Tables 3.1 and 3.2 are defined as follows; 

• Potts and Other Spedfied Areas: The critic^ port areas as defined by Commandant (6-PC) and 

oth^ areas determined by operational commanders to reguire this level of cover^e. ^ 

• Inland Navigable and Coastal Waters mit to 24 nm: Coastal waters measured from the baseline mit 
to 24 nm. 

• 24 to ® nm - The waters in the area 24 to 50 nm from the baseline. 

• 50 to 300 nm - Tt» waters In the area SO to 300 nm from the baseline. 

• 3C» to 2000 nm - The waters in the area 300 to 2000 nm from the baseline 

The geographic definition of Inland Navigable Waters, coastal waters ftjr U.S. Territories and lists exc^bons 
to the general coverage requirements are as follows. 

Intm^ Navigable Waters : 

For proposes of this document, especially Section 3.1, “inland navigable waters* refers to die following 
locattons; 

• Columbia River from Astoria. OR to Kennewick, WA 

• Sacramento River to Sacramento, CA 

• San Joaquin River to Stockton, CA 

• Mississippi River to Baton Rouge 

• Western Rivers covered by the Inland Rivers Vessel Movement Center (IRVMC) 

• Intracoastal Waterway 

• Hudson River to Albany, NY 

• U. S. waters of the Great Lakes (including connecting rivers: Detroit, St. Clair. St. Marys) 

• U. S. waters of the St Lawrence River 

U.S. Territories 

U.S Territories that shall be included in coastal waters are: 

• The island of Guam 

• Puerto Rico 

• U.S. Virgin Islands 


Coveraoe exeentions to NAIS ORD Tables 3.1 and 3.2: 


Area desciiption 


Receive 

cann 


V 

V 

Cook Inlet North and East of Anchoraoe (Turnaair and Knik Arms) 

■m 

IV 

Aleutian Islands west of Dutch Harbor, except for Adak and Aftu 

tv 

IV 

Alaska Peninsula west of 1 55° west lonpltude, except Unimak Pass 

IV 

IV 

Adak, Attu, Dutch Harbor and Unimak Pass 

II 

III 

iigi:isijaigia'!gR»kfiig4EiyFsgi!5iia 

III 

III 

Western Rivers covered by IRVMC (covering Inland River Vessel Movement Center 
fIRVMCI desionated reportina DOints) 

III 

V 


II 

II 


None 

None 


’ From National Oceanic and Atmospheric Adminislration (NOAA), National Ocean Service, Office of Coast 
Survey (htto:/Mww.(»c.noaa.aov/ml»va/htm;cad mar.htm#TSB l: The basdine is “the tine fran which 
maritime zones are roeasufwJ. The normal baseline for mrasuring the terrtoial seas (TS), con^uous zone 
(CZl exdusive etxwomic zone (EEZ) artf continental shelt is the low-water line along tt» coast.* 

Matlomkde Aukxnatic iden^icattort System 1 0 

Prefect BaseHna Varsk^ 1 .0 
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Appendix C: Designated Critical Ports and Coastal Areas 

From Appendix D of ORD (d^ed 28 April 200e5;Tt» areas telow have been grouped in order of priority for 
deployment. Increment 1 wi be designed and deployed w#hin the constraints of avail^e infrastucture, 
cost and performance requirements in order to meet the required schedule. Therefore, actual deployment 
in aH ar^s listed below may not occur due to those constraiids. Locations marked with an asterisk (*) 
currently have some AIS capability provided by interim systems; this capability will be evaluated to 
determine if it meets the requirements for Irrctement 1 and subsequetX increments. Ar^s that are not 
fisted brt>w but have existing AtS capaWtty accessible by the Coast Guard shall be inewporaW into 
Incrwnent I Eajt evjfiuailon rrf their abifity to meet requirements is not required. Areas marked with a doible 
asterisk (”*) have AIS capabSity fxovkJed by VTS and shall be assumed to meet coverage requirements. 


Baltimore, MO 
•Chwieston, SC 
•Honolulu, HI 
••Houston, TX 
Jacksonville, FL 
"Long Beach, CA 
**Los Angeles. CA 
"New Orleans, LA 
"New York^ew Jersey 
•NorfWk Harbor, VA 
••Oakland. CA 
Philadelphia, PA 
Savannah, GA 
’•Seattle, WA 


group 2 
•’Baton Rouge, LA 
Beaumont, TX 
•Boston, MA 
Chicago, IL 
'Corpus Chrisli, TX 
Detroit, Ml 
Lake Charles. LA 
Memphis, TN 
Utobiie. AL 
•Newport News. VA 
"Port Arthur, TX 
•Port Everglades. FL 
Portland. ME 
Portland, OR 
•San Diego, CA 
"South Louisians. LA 
St. Louis, MO 
•Tacoma, WA 
"Texas City. TX 
Waminglon. NO 


Groups 
Albany, NY 
•Anchorage, AK 
Camden, NJ 
Cincinnati, OH 
Cleveland, OH 
Duluth-Superior, MN/WI 
Freeport, TX 
"Galveston, TX 
Huntinglon, WV 
Marcus Hook, NJ 
•Miami, FL 
Paulsboro, NJ 
Pittsburgh, PA 
Port Canaveral, FL 
Portsmouth, NH 
"Richmond, CA 
"San Francisco, CA 
San Juan, PR 
Tampa, FL 
•h/aldez, AK 
Wilmington, OE 


Group 4: Critical Coastal and non-oort areas 

It is Intended that these areas will be provided AIS capability primarily covering locations with moderate 
AlS-equipped vessel density (e.g., points where AlS-equipped vessels transit within 24nm of the 
shoreline), mid-sized harbors and areas where there is access to Infrastructure (e g.. Coast Guard owned 
or leased towers, property, structures) and network connectivity. Gaps in coverage within the laiger areas 
will be acceptable. The specific harbors and locations provided below are not identified as sp«;ific 
locations (or tetallalion of AIS equipment; however they should be included in the covers area. 

• US Waters of the Great Lakes: 

o Lake Superior West End (Two Harbors, MN), Keweenaw Peninsula, Mt, Marquette, Ml 
o Lake Michigan: Sraits of Mackinac (St l 0 iace. Charlevoix, Mackinaw City, Ml), D«jr 
Peninsula (Green Bay, Sturgeon Bay. Wl); Milwaukee. WI; South End (Gary, Indiana 
Harbor, Midiigan City, IN), Holland/Grand Haven/Muskegon, Ml 
o Lake Huron: Alpena, Ml. Bay City, Ml, Port Huron, Ml 
o Lake Erie; Toledo, OH, Lorain. OH, Erie. PA, Buffalo, NY 
o Lake Ontario: Rochester/Sodus/Oswe^, NY 

• Californ'ia/Oregon Coast from Mexican Border to Cape Blanco: 

o Oceanside. CA; Santa Barbara Channel (Point Conception, Santa Sahara, Channel 
Islarxis, CA); Point Sur, CA; Point Arena, CA; Cape Mendcffiino, CA ; Lost Coast (Eureka, 
Crescent City, CA); Cape Blanco, OR 

• Delaware Bay Approaches (Cape May. Cape Henlopen) 

• *Unimak Pass, AK 

• Cape Hatteras, NC 


Nationwide Automatic Idengilcalton Systm 

Acquisition Pn^ect Baseline Version 1 ,0 

May 25, 2006 
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I'.S, Bt'pisrimct!! of iJtsHH'bsHl Security 
Washineton- DC 20528 



Homeland 

Security 


MAY 2 7 2008 


ACQUISITION DECISION MEMORANDUM 


MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM; 

SUBJECT: 


Vice Admiral Robert J. Papp 
U S. Coast Guard Chief of Staff 

c:/- ,, 


Elaine C. Duke 


Deputy Under Secretary forManagement 

RESCUE 21 Acquisition Program Baseline (Revision 5) 


The Acquisition Ihogram Baseline (Revision 5) for the RESCUE 21 Program submitted by the U.S. 
Coast Guard in February 2008 has been reviewed and approved. The Acquisition Program Baseline 
(Revision 5) serves as the documented program of record for the RESCUE 21 Program. 

If you have any questions, please contact Page Glennie at (202) 447-.‘!492. 


cc; Acting Deputy Secretary 

Under Secretary for Science and fcchnology 

A.ssistant Secretary for Policy 

Chief Financial Officer 

Chief Procurement Officer 

Chief Information Officer 

Chief Administrative Services Officer 
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OEH.VRTMEN r OF 

HOMELAND 

SECURi-n 

. . S. COAST GUARD 
t G-4229 (Rev, 3-O.M 


;ii 


APPROVAL: D 

SIGMATURE: Q 

iNFORMATiON: 


05 ianua% 20CH 


CG-OJ 

,,,, ,„„C , i' i /*.»/«’ 

CO-v3i>,.NA' * ji < sfe«U» 

CO-93 . .J- 

rv^ n ^ a . . i 






Re: RESCUE 21 APB Revisions 

1. During the fescue 2 1 annual brief to jtiu (2SJun2007) and CG-00 (OSJuDOO?), the PM notified you of a 
potenM breach to cost and schedule projected to occur in FY 201 L Based on your guidance that the CIP 
coaid not be adjusted until FY 20 10, ihe PM briefed that die revised Total Acquisition Cost (T AC) would be 
S954M {viee $73!).2M per APB Rev. 4) widi fiill production complete (FPC) in 20 ! 3 (vice 2011 in APB 
Rev.4). On 06Jul2007, the PM briefed DHS Under Secretary for Management, Mr. Paul Sdineider. on these 
estimates, and he directed the Coast Guard to submit an APB revision consistent with these estimates. 

2. After the annual brieft the Coast Guard received the FY 2009-2013 CtP. It does not provide the out-yem 
funding necessary tc achieve FPC by 201 3. The CIP funding will not support concurrent e®irts by the 
production contractor (deployment to coastal CONUS, Great Lakes, and OCONUS islands) and Coast Guard 
{deployment to the Western Rivers and Alaska and Vessel Subsystem (VSS) installations). In addition, several 
untaded federal IT security and protocol changes have been mandated, and the sponsor's representative is 
pTMtaring Change 2 to the Rescue 2 1 ORD that will levy a new requirement for Rescue 2 1 to receive, faooiss, 
and display 406 MHz EPIRB signals. 

3. Based on the above fectors (with the CIP out-year funding resulting in schedule delays being the primary 
factor), the revised TAC estimate is $1,066M, with FPC in 2017 (GDC4S deploymoit and Western Rivws 
complete in 2012, VSS in 2015, and Alaska in 2017). II should be iioled. though, tliat by 2012, 85% of the 
production ef&rt will be complete in terms of the number of remote fixed facilities deployed. Rescue 21 APB 
(Rev. 3) is attached for your approval. 

Copy: CG-8 

CG-82 


SIGNER'S COMMENTS 
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U S. Department of 
Homeiand Security 

United States 
Coast Guard 


w 


UnHed Guaid 


ME.MOKANDLM 

\ fV , 

From: Viet \a'!> Robert J. Papp 

U.S .4ot,=..'irdChiefofStaSf<«^l) 



e*«ii; P«i»t.,j.Bosifl®aso8.rail 
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I Ffi m 

Reply to CCj-'*i:4 
Attn of' ? Hnvd 

( 202 ) 475.3150 


To: Mr. Paul A. Schneida- 

DHS, Acting Deputy Secretary and Under Secretary for Management 


Thru: Mr. Richard N, Williams 

Director, Program Analysis and Evaluation 


Subj: RESCUE 21 ACQUISITION PROGRAM BASELINE REVISION 


Ref; (a) DBS invstment Management Handbook (Draft), Ver 0. 1 4, March 20(M 
(b) Rescue 21 DHS Periodic Rqport IQ FY08 

1. Raeae2i Deseiiofton . Rescue 21 is a DHS Level 1 command, ajntrol. and corranunications 
(C3) system capital investment that is replacing the Coast Guard’s antiquated legacy National 
Distress mid Response System and is gr^tiy improving the Coast Guard’s ability to execute all 
missions to the coastto zone. Rescue 21 provides significantly increased capabilities resulting in 
improved response to distress calls, while also increasing coordination and interoperability with 
federal, state, local, and first responder agencies. The sj^tem provides dual mode (digibil and 
analog) VHF and UHF communications coverage, lever^es direction-finding tedmology to 
more accurately locate the source of distress calls, up^des playback and recording features, 
enhances distrws call clarity, reduces coverage gaps, provides increased operational availability, 
and provides Digital Selective Calling (DSC) cap^ilities necessary for U.S, compliance with toe 
International Maritime Orgaruzation’s Safety of Life at Sea (SOLAS) treaty. 

2. Background . 

a. In December 2006. the Coast Guard conducted an Integrated Baseline Review (IBR) on 
the first 1 1 Full Rate Production (FRP) sectors and subsequently prepared a revised post-lBR itfe 
cycle cost estimate (LCCE) to reassess both the acquisition and life cycle costs. The revised 
LCCE was derived using actual costs iuid Earned Value Management data for the five months 
following (he IBR. contract defmitization for system deployment in the nine ;-RP Group 11 
sectors (Caroiinas. New England, and Northern and Southern California), “hundshake'' 
agreement between the Coast Guard and the production contractor for She seven FRP Group ill 
sk'iors (Great Lakes and OCONUS Islands), plus the results of the first study to estimate the cost 
to deploy the system tn .Alaska. This internal assessment indicated that the curtent APB (Rev 4) 
underestimates the total acqui.sition and life cycle costs. Subsequently, the Coa.si Gu.'trd 
defimtized ar.d awarded to the production contractor rf! work to dqtloy and ma.!ntain the Rescue 
2 1 system in the FRP Group II and Group 111 sectors, conducted an IBR on the FRP Group li 
seaors, and contracted for an independent LCCE utilizing the AuUtmated Cost Estimating 
integrated Tools (ACEirs proeram to validate the jwoject’s Total .Accuisition Cost (TACi and 
LCCE. 
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b. On July 6, 2007. ihe Coast Guard hrieW 500 on a revised Rescue 2 1 TAC estimate of 

■*1454X1. LCCE (i''S2.20<).M and fall production complete in Pt' 2013, and was -directed to submii 
a forma! .APB rex ision consistent with these values. However, m the ensuini- months, the Coast 
Guard's FV 2004-21'! 3 Acquisition. Construction, and Improvenicn.! (AC&U Capita! Investment 
Plan (CIP) modified the out-year fandir® assumed when peparing the July 2007 cost and 
sc'ncduie estimates. Current Coast Guard out-year funding projectiar.s indicate that diere is 
iiisutifieicnt funding to support deplo.vraenl of the system in the coasial CON’CS. Great La'Kcs. 
and OCONUS islands sectors by the production contractor concurrently wit’r. deployment in t'nc 
Western Rivers and Alaska sectors, plus vessel subsystem (VSS) installationv by die Coast Guard 
as prex iuusiy planned. This will require a delay in deployment of govenimcnt upgrades and new 
system deployment in the Western Rivers and Alaska sectors plus VSS insta iations in order to 
complete deployment work by the contractor. This is the most efficient and cost ci'fccli v e 
solution given the out-year fanding available. Additionally, several unfunded federal IT security 
and protocol changes have been mandateti, and the project’s sponsor is levying a new 
requirement for the system to receive, process, and display 406 MHz hmorgency Position 
Indicating Radio Beaam (EPIRB) signals. These factors result in the Coast Guard being unable 
to adhere to the earlier cost and schedule estimates, as briefed. 

3. APB Revision . This APB revision is submitted in anticipation of a projected breach to cost 
and schedule parameters in FY201 1 . The Coast Guard projects a T.AC increase of S335.8.M trom 
APB (Rev. 4) to a new estimate of $1,066.M, and an LCCE increase ofSl .225M from APB (Rev. 
4) to a new estimate ofS2.662M. A significant portion oftheincretuse in the TAC and LCCE is 
due to the schedule extension relate to out-y^ funding. The Coast Guard estimates that all 
Rescue 21 system deployment by the production contractor will be completed in FY 2012. Tlic 
Coast Guard's recapitalization of the legacy Systran on the Western Rivers will also be completed 
in 2012. Coast Guard deployment of the VSS will be completed in FY 201 5, and depioymratt 
to Alaska will be completed in FY 201 7. It should be noted that by 2012, 85% of the jmoduefion 
effort will be completed in terms of the number of remote fixed facilities deploy^. All Rescue 
21 Key Performance Parameters (KPP) remain within the ciaient approved baseline. 

4. Reeammendation . 1 request you approve the revised Rescue 2 1 APB provided as raidosw 
(1). Refraeacefb} forwarded die Rescue 21 remediation plan which provides ftntha'anateis and 
outlines positive corrective actions being taken to control costs and schedule throu#iout the 
project’s Full Rate Production phase. 


n 


Enclosure; ( 1 ) Rescue 2 1 Acquisition Program Baseline (Revision 5) 
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ACQUISITION PROGRAM BASELINE 

for 

RESCUE 21 
(Re^iskm 5) 


SubmiMctI by: 


I / 


Project Manager (CG-938) 


Vaiitiuted by; 

Office oTAeqmsition Sup^xst (CG-924) Date 

' ‘ I ^ 

Endorsed by: ■ .- r r ^ 

D^vut i‘i' Acquisition Programs (CG-^D) Date 


Endorsed by: 


t'J 


Chicl . Vquisitlon Officer (CG-9) Date 




\X^:x - 

Approved by: t v~' 

USCC rhicK, if . Staff ffc-Ot) 




DHS Acquisition Decision M«norandum Apjmival Received 
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FEB 2 2 2011 


US. Department of Homeland Securitv' 

VVashm^li 1 X' 20f528 



Homeland 

Security 


ACQUISITION DECISION MEMORANDUM 


?VIEMORANDUM FOR: 


FROM; 


SUBJECT; 


Admiral Robert J. Papp, Jr. 
Commandant 
United States QiasX Gw 


Rafael Borras 
Under Secretary foj 



lagement 


Approval of United States Coast Guard Acquisition Program 
Baseline for H-65 Conversion/Sustainment Project 


The Department of Homeland Security (DHS) Acquisition Program Management Division (APMD) 
has reviewed the updated United States Coast Guard’s (USCG’s) H-65 Conversion/Sustainment 
Project Acquisition Program Baseline (APB). The H-65 Project modernizes a proven USCG legacy 
helicopter and transforms the aircraft into a highly capable multi-mission DHS interoperable 
aviation asset. 


This APB is submitted to reflect schedule changes resultant from the fiscal year 201 1-2015 Capital 
Investment Plan, This version of the APB (v2.0) for H-65 Conversion/Sustainment Project is 
approved. 

It is the responsibility of the USCG Assistant Commandant for Acquisition to appropriately 
promulgate the decisions and directions of this Acquisition Decision Memorandum (ADM) to 
the affected organizations. The APMD will provide support and assistance. Please send action 
items, status and supporting documentation to M’MD.C'.X D a Im.dhs cw . Should you have any 
questions, please contact Gibson Kerr at (202) 447-0509. 


Attachment 
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cc; 

Under Secretary for Policy 
General Counsel 
Chief Procurement Officer 
Chief Information Officer 
Chief Administrative Officer 
Chief Human Capital Officer 
Chief Security Officer 
Deputy Chief Financial Officer 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Policy 

Acting Executive Director, Acquisition Program Management/Cost Analysis Division 

Director, Cost Analysis Division 

Director, Contract Operating Division, OCPO 

Director, Operational Test and Evaluation, S&T 

Chief of Staff, USCG 

Assistant Commandant for Acquisition, USCG 
Head of Contracting Activity, USCG 
Program Executive Officer, USCG 
Program Manager, H-65, USCG 


2 
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ACQUISITION PROGRAM BASEUNE 
For 

H-65 CONVERSION/SUSTAINMENT PROJECT 


Submitted by; 


Validated by: 


Endorsed by: 


Endorsed by: 


CG approval by; 





Chief, Acqtiisition Support Office (CG-924) Date 


3,0 

Date 


Ai 


v\r^ 

lage^ (CG-93 


Program Manage^ (CG-931) 

Sponsor (CG-7) 


Endorsed by: 

nirtvtnr'nf Arniiisilinn Pmffrftmfi ti 


I J-'L /D 

Date 

^ 5^ t o 

Date 

(J Aut 10 


Dirator'of Acquisition Programs (CG-93) Date 



Date 

'Z?>kob-\6 

Date 


6ixjCUr & 'fel/LdL . Niov-^ |P 


DHS ^roval by ADM: . 


Component Acquisition Executive (VCG) Date 

DHS OSM Endorsement Attached 22 Feb 11 


Date 


Acquisition Directorate 

Aviation Program 


H-65/SRR I APB v2.0 [ June 2010 
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Version Summary: 


Version 

Description 

Effective 

Date 

Baseline 

Integrated Deepwater System (IDS) Acquisition Program 
Baseline (APB) Version I.l approved by the CG Agency 
Acquisition Executive 07 November 2006 and Approved by 
Department of Homeland Security (DHS) Acquisition Review 
Board (ARB) on 15 May 2007. This APB considers the date 
approved by the CG’s Acquisition Executive as the baseline 
date. 

07 Nov 2006 

Version 1.0 

Department guidance directed preparation of discrete segment 
(DS) APBs for each IDS major acquisition project. This APB 
documents the stand alone H-65 Conversion/Sustainment 
program baseline as extracted from the IDS APB Version i.l 
and the National Capital Region Air Defense (NCRAD) APB 
Version 1.0 

22 May 2009 

Version 2.0 

This revision updates Key Schedule Milestones; two-DS4, 
four-DS5 and lwelve-DS6. Updates Key Cost Performance 
Parameters for DS3 - DS6 to align with the April 2010 Life- 
cycle Cost Estimate. This APB is primarily submitted to 
reflect schedule changes resultant from the FYl 1-15 Capital 
Investment Plan (CIP). Administrative changes arc 
incorporated for each DS as required including: updating 
schedule milestones completion dates; replacing '‘Multi- 
Mission Cutter Helicopter (MCH)" with “Short Range 
Recovery Helicopter (SRR)” to standardize terminology with 
other CG documentation; replace term “ASIST' Ship 
Helicopter Secure and Traverse System (SHSTS) when NOT 
referring to ASIST OEM specific system; clarifying top level 
KPPs (airspeed and availability) for consistency with the 
approved H-65 ORD; removed Increment 2, DSl (NCRAD 
and AUF Conversion) segment funded by and incorporated 
into Increment 1, DS2 (NCRAD); removing Increment 2, 

DS2 (Fleet-wide install of SHSTS aircraft 1 1-102). 

Increment 2, DSl has been re-named Increment 2. DS 7. 
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A CQUISITION PROGRAM BASELINE 
For the 

H-65 Conversion/Sustainment Project 
A: H-65 CONVERSION/SUSTAINMENT PROJECT OVERVIEW 
Al; STRATEGIC GOALS 

H-65 Conversion Sustainment Project — the shows specific alignments of the delivered 
acquisition as an operational asset supports the USCG Missions-Programs and DHS Missions- 
Goals. 

USCG Mission-Programs -per HSA (Homeland Security Act of 2002), §S8H 
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A2: MISSION NEED 

Since the CG assumed the roie of Lead Systems Integrator (LSI), it became apparent that the 
Integrated Coast Guard System's (ICGS) proposed modernization plan did not accurately reflect 
the upgrades currently required to modernize the H-65 and convert it into a sustainable Short 
Range Recover)' (SRR) helicopter to meet CG requirements as defined by the Deepwater 
Mission Need Statement (MNS). Therefore, the H-65 Conversion/Sustainment Project’s 
program baseline was reprioritized to address the current and significant sustainment 
requirements, align capability requirements with those prioritized by the project sponsor and 
maximize the total life-cycle cost effectiveness of the modernization program. The revised plan 
was developed in cooperation with the project sponsor (CG-7), the CG’s Technical Authority 
(CG-4), and the Acquisition Program Directorate (CG-9). A comprehensive Operational 
Requirements Document (ORD) defining the revised requirements for the H-65 
Conversion/Sustainment Project was approved 09 April 2009. A revised and comprehensive H- 
65 Conversion/Sustainment Acquisition Plan was also approved 14 August 2009. 

A3: PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The H-65 Conversion/Sustainment Project (H-65 Project) is divided into two increments. The 
first increment is fully funded within the CG Capital Investment Plan (CIP) and is sub-divided 
into 6 Discrete Segments (DS), each with its own performance, schedule and cost baselines. The 
second increment contains one DS. The feasibility of Increment 2, DSl will be determined at a 
later date based on budget and schedule support constraints. The performance, schedule and cost 
parameters for Increment 2, DSl are described in this APB to document the need and provide a 
source of information in support of future budget allocation(s). However, once the operational 
requirements for this DS have been more developed and refined this DS will be updated. 

Conversion work for each DS is completed during the aircraft’s Programmed Depot Maintenance 
(PDM) cycle at the CG’s Aviation Logistics Center (ALC) in Elizabeth City, NC. The ALC will 
act as the LSI with technical assistance, as required, from aircraft and equipment Original 
Equipment Manufacturers (OEM), Naval Air Systems Command (NAVAIR), the U.S. Army 
Research Laboratory, and other Department of Defense (DoD) and commercial engineering 
organizations. Each of the DSs build upon each other to: increase the total fleet size from 95 
aircraft to 102* aircraft; improve reliability and supportability; and to enhance the capabilities of 
the fleet of H-65 helicopter.s. The combined project will yield a fleet of 102* H-65 aircraft 
modernized to meet the top level performance, schedule and cost parameters as outlined within 
this document. This APB addresses the requirement of the CG to recapitalize and modernize its 
aging fleet of H-65 aircraft while resolving imminent system obsolescence. 

NOTE (*) 102 aircraft is the original inventory prior to the loss of CG-6505 due to flight mishap 
in September 2008. 

A4: REFERENCES 

The Integrated Deepwater System (IDS) APB vLl was written to encompass the entire IDS 
program as planned when ICGS was the LSI; surface, air and C4ISR projects. Although 
conversion of the H-65 helicopter into a MCH helicopter is part of the IDS, other associated 
H-65 conversion projects were not incorporated into the IDS APBvl.l. These included the 
Airborne Use of Force (AUF) and the National Capital Region Air Defense (NCRAD) projects. 
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This H-65 Project’s APB combines all acquisition projects associated with the H-65 helicopter 
into one comprehensive APB and supersedes the Multi-Cutter Helicopter (MCH) portion of the 
IDS APB vl.i as well as the previously submitted NCRAD APB. The term MCH is replaced 
with Short Ranger Recovery (SRR) Helicopter to provide consistency with other CG Documents 
and enhance clarity with other directorates. 


Requirement Parameters 

Cost Parameters 

Scheifule Parameters 

IDS MNS 

Org. 29 Aug 1996 

IDS Acquisition Plan, 

25 May 2005 

IDS APB, VI. 1,07 Nov 2006 

IDS MNS, Rev 1, MEMO 20 
Apr 2005 

H-65 Conversion/Sustainment 
Acquisition Plan, 14 Aug 2009 

NCRAD APB, 16 May 2007 

H-65 Conversion/Sustainment 
Operational Requirements 
Document 09 Apr 2009 

Program Office Life Cycle 

Cost Estimate (POE) 

Oct 2008 

H-65 Conversion/Sustainment 
Project APB vl.O, 22 May 2009 


Program Office Life Cycle 

Cost Estimate (POE) 

30 Apr 2010 

Project Management Plan, 

VI.'O, 16 Feb 2010 


CG Independent Cost Estimate 
(ICE) Jim 2010 

H-65 Conversion/Sustainmenl 
Project Integrated Master 
Schedule, 05 May 10 
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B. H-65 PROJECT TOP LEVEL PROJECT BASELINE 
B.l: TOP LEVEL INVESTMENT PERFORMANCE 

H-65 helicopter will be more reliable, have reduced total ownership costs, have increased power 
and maneuverability, have improved communications and interoperability, have an enhanced 
Command and Control, Communications, Computers, Intelligence, Surveillance, and 
Reconnaissance (C4ISR) suite including an integrated cockpit and sensors group that enhance 
surveillance, detection classification, identification and prosecution. The aircraft will operate 
worldwide from land bases and from flight deck equipped CG and U.S. Navy (USN) ships 
within the range of its performance parameters in civilian and military airspace in support of 
congressionally-mandated missions. The following table provides revised baseline Key 
Performance Parameters (KPP) for the H-65 Project aligned with the post 9/1 1 Deepwater MNS 
and are defined within the H-65 Conversion/Sustainment ORD approved on 09 April 2009. 


Top Level Key Performance Parameters 


Performance 

Phase: OBTAINA ARIOl S 

Baseline 

7 November 2006 

Version 1.0 

22 May 2009 

Version 2.0 

No Changes 

Key Parameter 

Threshold 

Objective 

Threshold 

Objeeme 

High Altitude Patrol Speed 
(Knots) 

.30 

Deleted 

Low Altitude Patrol Speed 
(Knots) 

120 

Deleted^" 

Maximum Airspeed ( Vne) 

Knots Indicated Air .S|>eed (WAS) 

1 

NOT SPECIFIED 

at least 1 75 
KIAS 

at least 1 80 KI AS 

Detection Range (NM) 

7.7 

Deleted*” 

Minimum Radius of Action 

The aircraft shall 
be capable of 
traveling 125mn, 
hoisting a person 
(20 minutes) and 
returning to the 
original launch 
site with a 20 
minute fuel 

reserve. 

The aircraft 
shall be capable 
of traveling 
!50nm, hoisting 
a person (30 
minutes) and 
returning to the 
original launch 
site with a 20 
minute fuel 

125 nm 

150 nm 


reserve. 



Minimum Endurance 

Accomplish the 
SAR mission 
without 

refueling. Have 

Accomplish the 
SAR mission 
without 
refueling. Have 

3hrs00 

4 hrs 00 min 


on-scene 

endurance of 20 

on-scene 

endurance of 30 




minutes. 

minutes. 



Minimum Range 

310nm 

300 nm 

.350 nm 

Availability Index (Ai) 

71% 

85% 
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Performance 

Phase: OIU VIN A AKIOl S 

Bnselmc 

7 November 2006 

Version 1.0 

22 May 2009 

Version 2*0 

No (fianges 

Key I’araineter 

Ihreshoid Objective 

ihreshold 

Objective 

Minimum Useable Payload 
(Fuel. Aircrewv'Pax. 
SAR/LE/AUF Equipf 

NOT SPECIFIED 

2750 lbs 

2950 lbs 

Shipboard Compatibility 

NOT SPECIFIED 

up to 8900 lbs 

up to Maximum 
Gross Weight 
CMGW) 


1 . Change made to clarify requirements as defined in current requirements documents or remaining KPPs cover 


performance parameters more effectively. 

2. KPP added to capture critical capability requirements 

3. Standard Day Conditions (1 S'^C, 29.92, zero wind, sea level); maximum fuel load; 20 min reserve 

4. AUF Equipment includes EOIR Turret & Display, weapons, ammo, gun-mount, HUD Displays, armor 
(Example; 1800 lbs fuel, 800 lbs aircrew, 150 lbs SAR equipment) 

Top Level Technical Performance Measurement 

Design reviews and program management reviews are being used to monitor technical 
performance and are reported in accordance with DHS periodic reporting requirements. 

B.2: TOP LEVEL INVESTMENT SCHEDULE 

Table 1 reflects the Key Schedule Parameters defined by the CG’s IDS APB vl.l approved by 
the DHS ARB on 15 May 2007. Due to the significant changes to the H-65's project plan and 
the addition of the previously not reported DSs (AUF and NCRAD); the previously submitted 
Top Level Investment Schedule had to be re-baselined when merged into this comprehensive 
H-65 Project APB. The H-65 Project APB vl.O extracted the H-65 Conversion/Sustainment 
baseline from the IDS APB, refreshed the program schedule, and incorporated sponsor-driven 
KPPs that accurately reflected then-current program timelines and objectives. 

Table 2 reflects the version 1. 0/2.0 Key (Top-level) Schedule Parameters. Key (Lower-level) 
events for each DS of the H-65 Project are defined within the appropriate DS Section throughout 
this APB. 
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Top Level Key Schedule Parameters (Table 1, IDS APB vl.l) 


Bsiseline Version 1.0 Version 2.0 


Phnse: VNRlOliS 7 November 2006 22 May 2009 



RE-ENGINING 



Project Start 

FY04 

oa 

< 

I 

84 Operational Aircraft Re-Engined 

3QFY07 


95 Aircraft Completed 

IOFY08 



RADAR 


Desian Start 

2OFY07 



Design End 

3QrY07 



First Article 

IQFYOS 



OT&E Start 

3OFY08 



OT&E End/IOC 

4OFY08 

3 

£§ 


LastAiticle/FOC 

FY12 


TAIL ROTOR/LDG GEAR 


First Article 

3QFY07 


IOC 

3OFY08 

^ s 

3 

Last Article, T'OC 

FY12 


SLIDING DOOR 

< 

Desian Start 

3OFY08 


Design End 

4QFY08 



First Article 

4QFY08 


IOC 

4QFY08 


Last Article/FOC 

FY12 




>*4 





Design Staft 

1OFY08 

0 


Desian End 

3OFY08 



First Article 

4OFY08 


OT&E Start 

1 OFY09 

§ 

I 


OT&E End/IOC 

2OFY09 


Last Article/FOC 

FYI3 


MNS COCKPIT UPGRADE 



Design Start 

2QFY08 


Design End 

4QF'i'08 



First Article 

IQFy09 

X 

OT Stan 

1OFY09 


OT End/IOC 

2OFY09 



Last Article/FOC 

FYI3 
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Top Level Key Schedule Parameters (Table 2, Revised Table) 


Mjjjor Pro<>nun 
F.vcisf 

Phase: OBf AIN/ 
VARIOIS 

Rcvisi'd BaseiiMc 

7 ember 2006 

Fhieshohl Objetilvc 

Version 1 .0 

22 May 2009 

Threshold Objective 

Version 2.0 

Ihrcshoki Objective 

H-65 Project Start 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

09/04 

COMPLETE 

(09/04) 



DSl (H-65 Phase 1) 
Start 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

09/04 

COMPLETE 

(09/04) 



DSl (H-65 Phase!) 
Last Articie/FOC 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

10/07 




DS2 (NCRAD) Start 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 


1 


DS2 (NCRAD) Last 
Article, TOC 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 


IQFYIO 

3QFY09 

co\ii>i.i-.ii; 

11)6 09) 

DS3 (AUF) Start 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 




DS3 (AUF) Last 
Article/FOC 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 


FY!3 

FY12 

wm: 


DS4 (OCM) Start 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 


mm 

■■ 

DS4 (OCM) Last 
Article/TOC 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 





DS5 (SHSTS) Start 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 




DS5(SHSTS)Last 

Articie/FOC 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

FYI3 

FY!2 

FY15 

FY14 

DS6 (AFCS / 
AVIONICS) Start 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

IQFYIO 



DS6 (AFCS / 
AVIONICS) Last 
Article/FOC 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

FYI8 

m 

FY20 

FY19 

H-65 Project FOC 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

_|__|||||| 

FYI8 

FY17 

FY20 

FY19 


The Project Integrated Master Schedule (IMS) is being used to monitor schedule performance 
and is reported in accordance with CG and DUS periodic reporting requirements. 
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B.3: TOP LEVEL INVESTMENT COST 

The H-65 Conversion/Sustainment APB top level cost parameters reflect current objective cost 
projections for all DSs of the H-65 Project. The Vei^ion 1 .0 revision to the 07 November 2006 
baseline combined the original $74]M IDS baseline with the AUF and NCRAD projects that 
were previously not reported or included in the IDS Program, but did not increase the IDS 
baseline of $74 IM. The Version 2.0 revision updates the costs for all DSs as a result of an 
updated program LCCE completed in April 2010. 


Top Level Key Cost Performance Parameters 


Cost 

S 1 hei! \ c;ir S) 

Baseline 

\ cision 1 
iiiereineul 1 
n.s J -6 

N emon I 
luercnient 2 
DS 1-2 

\ ersion 2 
Increiueisl 1 

DS 1-6 

\ ersion 2 
Increment 2 

DS 1 

i urreiit Phase: 
(Oin V!^ \ kRIOt S) 

«7 No\ 2006 

22 May 2009 

22 May 2009 



Total Acquisition Cost 

$74 IM 

$901,2M<'> 

S232.4M 

S929.4M<-' 

S22i.0M 

O&M Cost 

$52,692M 

$5,073.8M® 

S90.6M 

$7033.2M<-’“” 


Life-Cycle Cost 
.Estimate 

S53,433M 

S5,975M‘'> 

$323M 

*7962.6M“*'’' 


Quantities 

102 

102 

102 

102 

102 

Useftii Life 

40YRS 

23YRS '*> 


23YRS W 



1. Baseline IDS APB amount of S74)M remains unchanged for DSs 1, 4, 5 & 6. Increase to baseline amount of S74]M is due 
to incorporation of DS2 amount of $78.9M and DS3 amount of $81.3M not previously part of the Baseline IDS APB. 


2. O&M Cost data was developed for the overall asset and incorporates the entire H-65 asset O&M cost from the start of the 
H-65 Project (September 2004) through the anticipated end of the a-sset’s life cycle (2027). 0&.M Cost data was not 
developed for each DS as each OS is an upgrade to the overall legacy system. 

3. O&M/LCCH data was revised and significantly reduced from the original IDS APB 0&.M/LCCE as a result of defining the 
costs associated with the remaining useful life of the asset (2004 •• 2027) of 23 years vice 40 years. It also is based upon 
actual historical 0&.M cost data for the H-65 vice the use of parametric modeling making the estimate more accurate. 

4. Useful life for this revision is defined as remaining useful life of the entire H-65 asset from the start of the H'65 (2004) until 
the anticipated end of its useful life in at least 2027. The original 40 year useful life included the entire asset life cycle since 
the asset came into service for the CG ( 1 984). and was not intended to indicate 40 years of useful life remaining, 

5. H-65 Project LCCE was updated in April 2010 and was used as the basis for updating the costs associated with Version 2.0 
of this APB. 

6. This number is a tola! of the H-65 LCCE v2.0 (risk adjusted cost) with the exception of DS4 acqui-sition cost. 
This number does include the original DS4 APB vl.O acquisition cost estimate which more accurately reflects 
the sunk cost and realized costs as production begins (Jun 2010). 

Top Level Technical Performance Measurement 

All H-65 Project DS upgrades are executed during the normal PDM cycle at the ALC as 
Non-Contract Government Incurred (NCGI) projects. Currently, the ALC does not have an 
Earned Value Management System (EVMS) incorporated into their business and accounting 
systems as they are neither funded nor staffed to implement such a complex management system 
for depot level aircraft maintenance and repair. However, the ALC’s accounting systems do 
provide the ability to closely monitor alternative measurements of technical performance (i.c., 
accomplishment of planned work), schedule performance (i.e., behind/ahead of schedule), and 
cost performance (i.e., under/over budget). These alternative performance measurements will be 
reported in accordance with CG and DHS periodic reporting requirements for the overall H-65 
Project. 
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C: INCREMENT 1 DESCRIPTION 

Increment I is sub-divided into 6 DSs and defines the current H-65 Project. These 6 DSs are 
further defined in the following section C paragraphs. 

C.l: DSl (RE-ENGINING) CAPABILITY BASELINE 

DSl (RE-ENGINING) replaced the LTS-101 engines with Fully Automatic Digital Engine 
Control (FADEC) equipped Turbomecca Arriel 2C2CG engines and associated dynamic 
components. All aircraft have been re-designated from the HH-65B to the HH-65C as a result of 
this engine upgrade. The engine replacement was driven and accelerated by safety of flight 
concerns related to the LTS-101 engine control system. Production began in FY04 and 
completed the original fleet of 95 HH-65B aircraft in early FY08. 

C.l.l: DSl (RE-ENGINING) PERFORMANCE 

The CG has completed RE-ENGiNING of the H-65 having replaced the Honeywell LTS 101 gas 
turbine engines with newer, more powerful Turbomecca 2C2CG gas-turbine engines. The 
Turbomecca engines provide just about 40% more power, increase aircrew safety dramatically 
and are much more reliable increasing aircraft operational availability. In addition, the increase 
in engine power provides opportunity for growth in aircraft capabilities including new missions 
such as: AUF, PWCS, and Air Intercept (Al). The increase in power has also permitted an 
increase in the maximum gross weight from 9200lbs to 94801bs. Additionally, the new engines 
are controlled by a modernized FADEC system that provides much quicker, more effective 
engine response with reduced maintenance requirements. The following KPPs apply to DSl 
(RE-ENGINING): 


DSl (RE-ENGINING) Key Performance Parameters 


Key Performance 
Parameter (KPP) 

Ue\ iscd Baseline 
07 NovcmbiM- 2006 
rincshold/Ohjecfiv 
c 

Version I.O 

22 May 200‘> 

fhreshoiil Objective 

Version 2.0 

No fhanae 

Ihiviihold Objective 

Single engine power 
increase from HH-65B 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

35% 

50% 



1 . Top Level KPPs covered by Top Level H-65 Conversion/Sustainment KPP 


DSl (RE-ENGINING) Technical Performance Measurement 

DSl achieved planned performance, schedule and performance parameters. 

C.1.2: DSl (RE-ENGlNING) SCHEDULE 


DSl (RE-ENGINlNG) Key Schedule Parameters 


Major Project 
Event 

Schedule Baseline 

07 November 2006 
Tbreshold Objective 

Version 1 .0 Version 2.0 

22 May 2009 No Change 

Tlircsliold Objective Threshold Objective 

95 Aircraft 

Completed 

3QFY08 

1QFY08 

COMPLETE (10/07) 


The H-65/SRR RE-ENGINlNG DS achieved planned performance, schedule and cost 
parameters. Actual date 95^^ aircraft delivered October 2007. 
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C.1.3: DSl (RE-ENGINING) COST 

DSl (RE-ENGINING) Key Cost Performance Parameters 



Program Cost Estimate in Then Year Dollars (Millions) 
Current Phase: O&S 


Co.st 

fiaseiinc 

Version 1.0 

Version 2.0 

Categories 

(>7 Smvmbcr 2(MKi 

22 May 2009 

No ( liange 


riireshokl/ObjectiNC 

Ihreshotd 

Objective 

1 hreshoki 

Objective 

Acquisition 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

$3S3.8M<'’' 

$355.4M<'-’' 



Quantities 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

95 C) 

95® 





1. Portion of baseline IDS APB $741M applicable to DSl 

2. DS! was completed prior to increasing fleet size to 102 aircraft 

3. O&M Cost data is incorporated into the Top Level Asset O&M and LCCE. O&M data was not developed for 


each DS as they are merely upgrades to the overall legacy asset. O&M costs are not tracked or used for any 
purpose at the DS sub-system upgrade level within this APB. 

DSl achieved planned performance, schedule and cost parameters. 

C.2: DS2 NATIONAL CAPITAL REGION AIR DEFENSE (NCRAD) CAPABILITY 
BASELINE 

This phase of modernization provides a NCRAD mission capability mandated by the DHS on 
03 November 2005. The CG assumed the NCRAD mission utilizing HH-65C aircraft in the 
inventory. However, in order to absorb the new mission and continue to provide support for 
legacy CG missions the NCRAD mission required a fleet growth of 7 HH-65C aircraft. Until the 
7 aircraft were added to the H-65 fleet, the CG managed the gap in operational aircraft to support 
traditional missions. This DS involved the procurement, assembly, and fielding of 7 additional 
HH-65C aircraft to cover the operational gap created to fill the new mission’s requirement. This 
included the purchase of 5 green Dauphin-variant fuselages and the conversion of 2 existing 
HH-65B aircraft that were located at the ALC. The green airframes and associated Aircraft 
Assembly Kits (AAK) were procured from the aircraft OEM and assembled by the ALC 
workforce. The backfill aircraft do not add any new capability to the HH-65C, but increase the 
fleet size by 7 aircraft to a total fleet size of 102 aircraft. The H-65 Project Office CG-9315 
managed the NCRAD project within the H-65 Conversion/Sustainment project. 

C.2.1: DS2 (NCRAD) PERFORMANCE 

The NCRAD project did not add any new capability to the HH-65C aircraft created during DSl 
(RE-ENGfNlNG). Therefore, the NCRAD’s performance parameters are derived from the KPPs 
applicable to the current HH-65C configuration defined by DSl (RE-ENGlNlNG). The KPPs 
initially documented within the baseline NCRAD APB have been removed as they are 
previously addressed in the Top Level KPPs. The following KPPs apply directly to DS2 
(NCRAD): 
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DS2 (NCRAD) Key Performance Parameters 













B !! ttij 


Maximum Airspeed 

175 KIAS 

Defined in Top Level KPPs^‘^ 

Maximum Airspeed 
(Cruise) 

140 KIAS 

Deleted 

Maximum Ranee 

310nm 

Defined in Top Level KPPs^'’ 

Radius 

I20NM, Fully equipped 
with 4 aircrew, arrive on 
scene, perform 20 minute 
HOGE power mission 

Defined in Top Level KPPs'^^ 

Endurance 

Crew of 4, 3hours 15 
minutes 

Defined in I'op Level KPPs^*^ 

Max Gross Weieht 

9480 lbs. 

Deleted 


1. Since this DS adds no new capability, only additional aircraft, Top Level KPPs addressed in section B.l. 
address the performance requirements for the aircraft. 

2. KPP removed from this revision as it is not defined as a KPP in the H-65 Conversion/Sustainment Project 
Operational Requirements Documents (ORD). 

DS2 (NCRAD) Technical Performance Measurement 

The NCRAD project did not add any capability to the aircraft as it simply increased the total 
fleet size from 95 to 102 aircraft to backfill the aircraft performing the NCRAD mission. The 
HH-65C is currently fully operational in the fleet and the aircraft performance is already 
established. The design was already established and verified, therefore no additional test and 
evaluation or design reviews were required. The NCRAD supportability requirements are the 
same for all the HH-65C aircraft currently in service. 

C.2.2: DS2 (NCRAD) SCHEDULE 

The NCRAD project commenced with initial funding in early FY07. The contract to procure the 
green fuselages was awarded in January 2007 to the OEM, American Eurocopter. The AAK 
contract, also through the OEM, was not negotiated until 4QFY07. The original APB was 
drafted with the assumption that the fuselages and AAKs would be delivered by 3QFY07 with 
one year build up time. The final fuselage was not delivered until November 07, the final AAK 
was not delivered until February 2008, and both arrived missing many key parts and components 
delaying the aircraft build-up estimates. Therefore, the original scheduled FOC was extended 
until 3QFY09 due to late delivery of the assembly kits and the associated missing parts and 
components. 


Acquisitioii DIrectoraie 

Aviation Pxogfttm 


11 


H-65/SRR I APB v2.0 | June 2010 




466 


DS2 (NCRAD) Kev Schedule Parameters 


Bust'liiie version !.0 Version 2.0 

1)7 November 2(106 22 M;j> 2009 ( haiige 

I loesliold Objective Thresholtl Objective rhreshoki Objective 


First ACFT acceptance 
testing date 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

COMPLETE 

(09/07) 


Initial Operational 
Capability (IOC) 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

1QFY08<’-^’ 

COMPLETE 

(09/07)^^> 


Full Operational 

Capability (FOC) 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

SQFYOS^'-^* 

IQFYIO 3QFY09<"' 

COMPEL I E 
(06/09) 

1 . NCRAD APB dated 16 May 2007 


2. IOC and FOC were delayed due to late delivery of Aircraft Fuselages and associated Aircraft Assembly Kits 


(AAKs) from OEM, 

3. IOC for DS2 defined as first 2 of 7 aircraft delivered. 


DS2 (NCRAD) Schedule Performance Measurement 

The Project IMS is being used to monitor schedule performance and is reported in accordance 
with CG and DHS periodic reporting requirements. 


C.2.3: DS2 (NCRAD) COST 

The funding for the DS2 (NCRAD) was provided in FY07 and FY08 funds and includes $6,4M 
for NCRAD facilities. The facility portion of the DS is managed from the CG’s Office of Civil 
Engineering (CG-43) and is not incorporated into the schedule or technical parameters within 
this APB. 

DS2 (NCRAD) Key Cost Performance Parameters 


Program Cost F.stiinatc in Then Year Dollars (Millions) 
Current Phase: P 4 &I) 


C'ost 

Categories 


Baseline 

07Novoinbt‘r 2006 


Version 1.0 

22 Mii> 2609 


Version 2.0 


I hresbold Objective I'hreshold Objective ihreshold Objective 


Acquisition 

$78M 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

$85.2M<=' 

$78.9M<‘'”'’> 



Quantities 

7 ( 4 .) 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

7 ( 4 ) 

7 ( 4 ) 




1 . Includes $890K funded in FY06. 

2. Includes $i 1 .OM in facilities being managed by CG-43 

3. Not a portion of the baseline IDS APB $741M 

4. NCRAD APB dated 16 May 2007 

5. O&M Cost data is incorporated into the Top Level Asset O&M and LCCE. O&M data was not developed for 
each DS as they merely upgrades to the overall legacy asset. O&M costs are not tracked or used for any 
purpose at the DS sub-system upgrade level within this APB. 

DS2 (NCRAD) Cost Performance Measurements 

The Project Manager (PM) maintains control for project resource management including budget 
forecasts, spend plans, planned schedule or procurements, project financial documents, and 
personnel requirements. The PM maintains the financial plan, spend plan, planned schedule of 
procurements, obligations plan and project budget documentation, and holds routine reviews 
with the ALC project staff to review and update cost performance data. The ALC accounting 
systems do not provide EVMS data, but do provide the ability to closely monitor alternate 
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measurements of technical performance (i.e., accomplishment of planned work), schedule 
performance (i.e., behind/ahead of schedule), and cost performance (i.e., under/over budget). 
These alternate performance measurements were reported in accordance with DHS periodic 
reporting requirements for DS2 (NCRAD). 

C.3. DS3 AIRBORNE USE OF FORCE (AUF) CAPABILITY BASELINE 
DS3 (AUF) upgrades the communications sub-systems to provide interoperability with other 
Homeland Security Agencies and local response agencies. Additionally, the aircraft is configured 
and pre-wired to allow for the installation and removal of special AUF mission equipment 
(weapons, armor. Electro Optical/Infrared (EO/IR) Heads-Up Display (HUD)). The AUF 
modified aircraft are re-designated from HH-65C to MH-65C. Primarily, this upgrade consists of 
enhanced communication capabilities, the addition of an EO/IR sensor capability, the addition of 
a weapons mount for a door mounted machine gun, law enforcement lighting, a cockpit heads up 
display capability, and enhanced data and voice recording and storage capabilities. Although all 
aircraft will be outfitted and pre-wired to receive all of the upgrades, the actual AUF equipment, 
such as EO/IR, weapons mounts and heads up displays will only be provided to designated 
operational AUF air stations. All aircraft will receive the complete communications upgrades. 

C.3.1: DS3 (AUF) PERFORMANCE 

DS3 upgrades provide a host of capabilities that are required by the rotary wing AUF mission. 
The requirements for this mission were initially documented within the Aviation Special Mission 
(ASM) ORD and have been further refined for the H-65 Project within the MH-65C AUF 
Performance Specification as promulgated by the project sponsor (CG Office of Aviation Forces, 
(CG-7)). The AUF project was not included within the IDS APB vl.l and there is no prior 
approved AUF APB. Therefore, AUF is being incorporated as DS3 into this inclusive H-65 
Project APB, 


DS3 Key Performance Parameters (AUF) 


Key 

Baseline 

Version 1.0 

Version 2.0 I 

Performance 

07 No\einber 2006 

22 May 2009 

No Change 

Parameter (KPP) 

Ih reshold/Objective 

Ihrcshold 

Objective 


ObjutiM 

Aircraft sideward airspeed 

NOT SPECIFIED 

AT LEAST 
35 KIAS 

AT LEAST 
55 KIAS 


V 

Communications 






Interoperability with DoD, 
Federal State, Local 

Transmit and receive voice 
communications on secure 

NOT SPECIFIED 

VHF-AM, VHF-FM, UHF, 
HF.MILSATCOM® 

M 

and non-secure 
frequencies. 






AUF, delivering warning 
shots, precision disabling 
fire, and suppression fire 
(ASMTTP).*" 

NOT SPECIFIED 

From right 
side of 
aircraft 

From both 
sides of 
aircraft 

r - 



1 . Current weapon systems include M-240 machine gun, M-i4 precision weapon and .50 Cal precision weapon. 

2. Appendix A of the H-65 Conversion/Sustainment ORD clarifies specific communication requirements. 
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DS3 (AUF) Technical Performance Measurement 

The AUF upgrades are in production as of January 2008 with each H-65 aircraft receiving the 
upgrades as they proceed through their scheduled PDM overhaul period at the ALC. Quality 
Control performance testing is completed on each aircraft at the completion of the PDM process 
before it is delivered to an operational unit. Additionally, the sponsor (CG-7) partnered with 
Naval Operational Test and Evaluation Forces (OPTEVFOR) to conduct an Observation of 
Operational Capability (OOC) during the first operational deployments of the MH-65C. In 
addition, design reviews and program management reviews were used to monitor the segments 
technical performance which is reported in accordance with DHS periodic reporting 
requirements. 

C.3.2: DS3 (AUF) SCHEDULE 

The following chart provides the key schedule milestones for the MH-65C AUF upgrades. 


DS3 (AUF^ Key Schedule Parameters 


Ma jor Project 
Event 

Schedule Baseline 

07 November 2006 

I h resbold/Olfjeclive 

Version 1.0 

22 May 200‘) 

i hreshold Objective 

Version 2.0 

N(» ( haiige 

1 IiunImii! Objective 

Initial Operational Test & 
Evaluation flOT&E) 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

COMPLETE 

(08/08f> 


First ACFT acceptance 

testing date 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

COMPLETE 

(10/07) 


First 6 MH-65C ACFT 

delivered to HITRON 
Jacksonville to replace 
MH-68A ACFT 





NOT 

SPECIFIED 

COMPLETE 

(01/08) 

' 77 ■-'T 

1' ■■■ . rjc 

ACFT 7-10 delivered to 
HITRON Jacksonville 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

COMPLETE 

(08/08) 


FOC 95 aircraft converted 
with AUF A-kits 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

FY13 

FY12 

• ' 

1 


1 . IOC defined DS3 as first 6 aircraft delivered 


DS3 (AUF) Schedule Performance Measurement 

The Project IMS is being used to monitor schedule performance and is reported in accordance 
with CG and DHS periodic reporting requirements. 

C.3.3: DS3 (AUF) COST 

The AUF project was funded to provide upgrades to both the H-60 aircraft and H-65 aircraft, as 
well as to provide weapons, armories and aircrew protective equipment. This APB documents 
only the H-65 AUF aircraft modifications and H-65 AUF Unit equipment. 
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DS3 (AUF) Key Cost Performance Parameters 


( ’i>St 

( ate'^oncN 

rro'H iini t’osl Ksliinatc in Then yeuv 
( un t ni iMiHsc: Pi&U 

liasiiine Vcrsinii l.U 

«r N.j^entbci IWHy 22 2W 

1 hu'shohi/Objcclive , I'hreshold Objective 

irs OliHioiis) 

\ ersi, 

1 

Kii 2.0 

Acquisition 

NOT SPECIFIED 

$87.8M 

$8L3M<'-^-^> 

$96.4M 

$89.3M<’> 

Quantities 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

95 

95<’> 

95 

95 ( 3 ) 


1 . Not a portion of the baseline IDS APB $741M 

2. AUF project does not have baseline APB 

3. Original effort was funded for 95 aircraft and did not include 7 additional aircraft procured under DS2 


(NCRAD). 

4. O&M Cost data is incorporated into the Top Level Asset O&M and LCCE. O&M data was not developed for 
each DS as they are merely upgrades to the overall legacy asset. O&M costs are not tracked or used for any 
purpose at the DS sub-system upgrade level within this APB, 

5 . Updated cost estimate from April 20 1 0 LCCE 

DS3 (AUF) Cost Performance Measurements 

The PM maintains control of project resource management including budget forecasts; spend 
plans, planned schedule or procurements, project financial documents, and personnel 
requirements. The PM maintains the financial plan, spend plan, planned schedule of 
procurements, obligations plan and project budget documentation. Furthermore, the PM holds 
routine reviews with the ALC project staff to review and update cost performance data. The 
ALC accounting systems do not provide EVMS data, but do provide the ability to closely 
monitor alternate measurements of technical performance (i.e., accomplishment of planned 
work), schedule performance (i.e., behind/ahead of schedule), and cost performance (i.e., 
under/over budget). These alternate performance measurements are reported in accordance with 
DHS periodic reporting requirements for the AUF segment of the project. 

C.4: DS4 OBSOLETE COMPONENT MODERDIZATION (OCM) CAPABILITY 
BASELINE 

DS4 of the H-65 Project builds upon the MH-65C configuration and addresses an immediate 
need; selective replacement of obsolete components. This Obsolete Component Modernization 
(OCM) DS includes the removal of the unsupportable legacy Omni-Directional Air Data System 
(OADS), the Tactical Air Navigation (TACAN) System, the Radar Altimeter (RADALT), the 
Transponder, aircraft gyros, and the emergency locator transmitter (ELT). DS4 upgrades consist 
of the installation of an Embedded GPS/lnertial Navigation System (EGI), Control Display Unit 
(CDU) 7000D, and state of the market TACAN, RADALT, ELT and Identification Friend or Foe 
(IFF) transponders. All of these systems are critical to aircraft flight performance and must be 
modernized in order to ensure that the aircraft maintains flight worthiness and is sustainable 
through at least 2027. Upon completion of DS4 (OCM) the aircraft will be re-designated the 
MH-65D. 

C.4.1: DS4 (OCM) PERFORMANCE 

DS4 OCM consists of the installation of an EGI, CDU 7000D, and replacements for the legacy 
TACAN, RADALT, ELT and IFF transponders. All of these systems are critical to aircraft flight 
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performance and safety of flight and must be modernized in order to ensure that the aircraft 
maintains flight worthiness and is sustainable through 2027. 


DS4 (OCM) Kev Performance Parameters 


Key PerforiiiiUice 
|):innneter (KPP) 


Biiseliiie 
07 November 2006 
I lire-sholfl/ ()l>jeeli\c 


Version 1.0 

22 M:i> 2(MM) 

Ihreslioici Objectiv e 


Version 2.0 
No ( Inuiiic 
I lireshold Objective 


Flight Management System 
(FMS) Navigational 
Accuracy 

NOT SPECIFIED 

Within 20- 
meters of 
actual 
position 

Within 10- 
meters of 
actual 
position 


FMS Navigational System 
Redundancy 

NOT SPECIFIED 

Redundant navigation system 
with at le^t 1 internal 
independent system 


FMS Flight Guidance 
Information Redundancy 

NOT SPECIFIED 

Redundant pitch, roll and 
heading information for use in 
primary flight display, 
navigation and guidance and 
flight control functions 



DS4 (OCM) Technical Performance Measurement 

The DS4 first article was completed at the ALC in June 2009. Design Reviews were held with 
the various sub-contractors during sub-system development. System level Design Reviews and 
Program Management reviews are being conducted to monitor technical performance and are 
reported in accordance with CG and DHS periodic reporting requirements. Developmental Test 
and Evaluation (DT&E) was conducted at the ALC with the sub-system OEMs in order to verify 
on-aircraft system performance. 


C.4.2; DS4 (OCM) SCHEDULE 

DS4 (OCM) Kev Schedule Parameters 



Schedule Baseline 
0" Nov emln'r 2006 
I iiru.siiolil' Objective 


X'ersion 1,0 
22 M;i> 200‘) 
Ihrcshobt Objeutivo 


Version 2.0 


Ihu'vhoUt 


OI jiiiive 


Critical Design Review 
(CDR) 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

3QFY09 : 

IQFYIO 

COMPLETE 

(10/08) 

First Article/ Prototype 
Delivered 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

IQFYIO : 

3OFY09 i 

COMPLETE 

(03/09) 

Observation of Capability 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

2QFY10 

4QFY09 

COMPLETE 

(09/09) 

Production Readiness 
Review (PRR) 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

3QFY10 

IQFYIO 

COMPLETE 

02/09) 

ADE-3 decision 
(Production) 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

3QFY10 1 

IQFYIO 

COMPLETE 

(02/10 

First Production ACFT 
acceptance testing date 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

4QFYiO 

2QFY10 

3QFYn ^ 

IQFYH 

Initial Operational 

Capability (IOC)'” 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

IQFYIl 

3QFY10 

4QFY1 1 

2QFYn 

Full Operational Capability 
(FOC)^^^ 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

FY16 

FY15 
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1 . IOC defined as first CG Air Station Fully Equipped 

2. FOC defined as all CG H-65 Air Station Fully Equipped 

DS4 (OCM) Schedule Performance Measurement 

The Project IMS is being used to monitor schedule performance and is reported in accordance 
with DHS periodic reporting requirements. 

C.4.3: DS4 (OCM) COST 

DS4 (OCM) is a sub-part of the original total $741M, H-65 Project. Of the total amount, the 
below table defines the cost estimate to complete this segment of the project for the complete 
fleet of 102 aircraft, including the 7 additional NCRAD aircraft provided by DS2. 


1 

2 


tf'd '21 ‘ Kev Ciast Perfitriitasce Psiiriiimeters 







N = H-r43i4J 






Portion of baseline IDS APB $74IM applicable to DS4 


T iT.r ‘Vi 



-m 

1 




O&M Cost data is incorporated into the Top Level Asset O&M and LCCE. O&M data was not developed for 


each DS as they are merely upgrades to the overall legacy asset. O&M costs are not tracked or used for any 


purpose at the DS sub-system upgrade level within this APB. 


DS4 (OCM) Cost Performance Measurements 

The PM maintains control for project resource management including budget forecasts, spend 
plans, planned schedule or procurements, project financial documents, and personnel 
requirements. The PM maintains the financial plan, spend plan, planned schedule of 
procurements, obligations plan and project budget documentation, and holds routine reviews 
with the ALC project staff to review and update cost performance data. The ALC accounting 
systems do not provide EVMS data, but do provide the ability to closely monitor alternate 
measurements of technical performance (i.e., accomplishment of planned work), schedule 
performance (behind/ahead of schedule), and cost performance (under/over budget). These 
alternate performance measurements are reported in accordance with DHS periodic reporting 
requirements for DS4 (OCM). 

C.5; DS5 SHIPBOARD HANDLING, SECURING AND TRAVERSING SYSTEM 
(SHSTS) CAPABILITY BASELINE 

The Ship Helicopter Secure and Traverse System (SHSTS) is required to provide interoperability 
between the H-65/SRR and the National Security Cutter (NSC) as developed under the IDS 
program. A May 2004 Business Case Analysis commissioned for the Component Acquisition 
Executive (CAE) suggested that a SHSTS would add significant safety features to shipboard 
helicopter operations and reduce the man-power required to manage continuous flight operations 
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aboard the ship, thereby reducing the ship staffing requirements and cost. The system chosen for 
the NSC dubbed Aircraft Ship Integrated Secure and Traverse (ASIST) provides visual landing 
aids to the aircraft pilots, secures the aircraft to the deck of the ship upon landing, and provides 
the capability to traverse the aircraft in and out of the hangar on deck. Utilizing a SHSTS 
leverages technology to significantly reduce crew workload, increase operational effectiveness, 
increase safety, and increase DoD interoperability (USN RAST (Recovery Assist Securing and 
Traversing) equipped helicopters are completely interoperable with SHSTS.) 

C.5.1; DS5 (SHSTS) PERFORMANCE 

The NSC developed within the IDS program, is being constructed with a SHSTS; (ASIST) 
system specifically built by Indal Technologies, Inc. The ASIST system is designed to deliver 
advanced aircraft handling technology in a lightweight, fully integrated ‘wireless’ system. Using 
the ASIST system, helicopter landings are made solely by the pilot, during a quiescent period in 
ship motion. During descent, ASIST’s precision H.P.S.E, (Helicopter Position Sensing 
Equipment) system continuously tracks and monitors the exact position of the aircraft, relative to 
the designated landing area and displays it to the pilot through a series of visual landing cues. 
Guidance data is simultaneously relayed to a computer-controlled Rapid Securing Device (RSD), 
which automatically moves fore and aft along the embedded flight deck track, to maintain its 
position directly beneath a probe on the underside of the helicopter. Immediately upon 
touchdown, the aircraft mounted probe is secured by the RSD, Once the aircraft is ready to be 
aligned and traversed into the hangar the ASIST deck operator remotely controls the process. As 
of June 2010 the Indal Technologies, Inc (ASIST) SHSTS is undergoing lOT&E with the NSC 
Weasche to determine suitability and effectiveness. 


DS5 (SHSTS) Key Performance Parameters 


Key Peiformance 
paranielcr (KPP) 

Baseline' 

rivreshoUl/ Objectu e 

\ ersion f .0 

22 M.i\ 2«0‘) 

Ihreshold Objective 

\ orsioii 2.0 

NoC.lvanne'-' 

I hu'vhokl Objective 




Interface with 





Secure 

CG cutter to 



Shipboard Compatibility 
Securing/Traversing 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

aircraft to 
flight deck 
automatically 
upon landing 

enable aircraft 
traversing 
between flight 
deck and 
hangar 



Shipboard Compatibility 
Gross Weight Shipboard 

T akeoff/Landing 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

Up to 8900 
lbs 

Up to Aircraft 
Maximum 
Gross Weight 
(MGW) 
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DS5 SHSTS Technical Performance Measurement 

DS5 SHSTS first article was development at the ALC with the Indal ASIST Probe and Aircraft 
Targeting System installation being completed during March 2010. The installation process 
required a high level of customization due to irregularity found on each airframe structure; no 
two airframes have the exact same rivet patterns. Design reviews are being held with the various 
sub-contractors working on the sub-system development and installation process. System level 
Design Reviews and Program Management reviews are also being used to monitor technical 
performance and are reported in accordance with DHS periodic reporting requirements. 

C.5.2: DS5 (SHSTS) SCHEDULE 

The following chart outlines the key schedule milestones for the development of DS5 (SHSTS) 
into the H-65 Project. Delays from the initial baseline IDS APB are due to a change from using 
the IDS integrator, ICGS, to using the ALC to develop the SHSTS integration, a delay in 
receiving funding until late FY07, and difficulty and delays in negotiating contracts with the 
aircraft and ASIST OEMs. 


DS5 (SHSTS) Key Schedule Parameters 


.Major Project 
Kvetil 

Schedule Kaseiiiie 
0" NoM'inber 2(MU) 

Versitui 1.0 

22Mii> 200‘) 

Version 2.0 

\ hrcshHl({/OI>jccti\e 

I'hresholtl 


I'hreshold 


PreUminary Design 

Review (PDR) 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

4QFY09 

2QFY09 

COMPLETE 

(04/09) 

Critical Design Review 
(CDR) 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

IQFYIO 

3QFY09 

COMPLETE 

(08/09) 

First Article (prototype) 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

3QFY10 

IQFYlO 

COMPLETE 

(03/10) 

Initial Test & Evaluation 
(IT&E) 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

IQFYII 

3QFY10 

COMPLETE 

(08/10) 

Production Readiness 
Review (PRR) 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

3QFY11 

IQFYlI 

3QFY13 

1QFY13 

ADE-3 decision 
(Production) 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

3QFY11 

IQFYll 

3QFY13 

1QFY13 

Initial Operational 
Capability HOC)*'’ 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

4QFY11 

2QFYn 

4QFY13 

2QFY13 

Full Operational 

Capability (FOC)<^> 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

FY13 

FYI2 

FYI5 

FY14 


1. IOC defined as first CG Air Station equipped to support an NSC deployment 

2. FOC defined as number of operational aircraft required to support continuous NSC deployments; 


currently planned for 10 modified aircraft. 

DS5 (SHSTS) Schedule Performance Measurement 

The Project IMS is being used to monitor schedule performance and is reported in accordance 
with DHS periodic reporting requirements. 

C.5.3: DS5 (SHSTS) COST 

DS5 has been funded for the development of a prototype system to test on the H-65/SRR with 
the NSC. Funding has been identified within the Capital Investment Plan (CIP) to produce up to 
9 additional systems under a Low Rate Initial Production (total 10, SHSTS modified H-65). 
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DS5 (SHSTS) Key Cost Performance Parameters 


( nsl 

ri-ognnii Cost K.stiniate in Then Vrw nnllarv (Millinnvl 
( iiri'ciit Phase; PJci) 

|{aseliiie \ ci sion 1.(1 \ ei siuii 2.0 

tn No\emhct' 200<> •, 22 .Mit) 2009 

MiresholO/OOjOctive llirt'shoWr V , OOjtHiive f hrcshoUl ObjtHiive 

Acquisition 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

$!L88M 



sio.yM*'-"-'" 

Quantities 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

10O> 

i0<^’ 

10® 

10® 


1. Portion of baseline IDS APB $741M applicable to DS5 

2. Quantity limited to LRIP until FRP decision made and total number of systems required determined by the 


Sponsor (CG-7) and funding identified for more than 10 systems. 

3. O&M Cost data is incorporated into the Top Level Asset O&M and LCCE. O&M data was not developed for 
each DS as they are merely upgrades to the overall legacy asset. O&M costs are not tracked or used for any 
purpose at the sub-system upgrade level. 

4. Updated cost estimate from April 20 1 0 LCCE. 

DS5 (SHSTS) Cost Performance Measurements 

The PM maintains control for project resource management including budget forecasts, spend 
plans, planned schedule or procurements, project financial documents, and personnel 
requirements. The PM maintains the financial plan, spend plan, planned schedule of 
procurements, obligations plan and project budget documentation, and holds routine reviews 
with the ALC project staff to review and update cost performance data. The ALC accounting 
systems do not provide EVMS data, but do provide the ability to closely monitor alternate 
measurements of technical performance (i.e., accomplishment of planned work), schedule 
performance (i.e., behind/ahead of schedule), and cost performance (i.e., under/over budget). 
These alternate performance measurements will be reported in accordance with DHS periodic 
reporting requirements for DS5 (SHSTS). 

C.6; DS6 AUTOMATIC FLIGHT CONTROL SYSTEM (AFCS/AVIONICS) 
CAPABILITY BASELINE 

DS6 (AFCS/AVIONICS) is currently the final phase that is funded within the CG CIP. It 
addresses the remaining systems’ obsolescence issues with the Automatic Flight Control System 
(AFCS) and modernizes the flight deck with a Common AVIONICS Architecture System 
(CAAS) that is common with the CG H-60/Medium Range Recovery (MRR) and similar DoD 
aircraft. This design will provide AVIONICS and sensor commonality between the CG’s rotary 
wing aircraft and will capitalize on the existing CG and DoD logistics infrastructure. DS6 
(AFCS/AVIONICS) development efforts include the integration of sensor systems to provide 
additional enhanced capabilities proposed by the IDS conceptual design for the H-65 helicopter. 
This includes the integration and testing of the rotary wing multi-sensor systems; radar and 
EO/IR. DS6 (AFCS/AVIONICS) will include one integrated and tested surface search radar 
system common with the H-60/MRR as well as a limited quantity of production purchases of the 
rotary wing EO/IR system for the fleet. The number of EO/IR systems may be modified based 
on approved funding levels and potential tradeoffs with other upgrades. The final H-65 
configuration will be designated the MH-65E. The MH-65E will have a service life through 
2027 at which time the asset will begin phasing out of CG operational use. 
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C.6.1: DS6 (AFCS/AVIONICS) PERFORMANCE 

DS6 (AFCS/AVIONICS) has been prioritized to include replacement of the obsolete AFCS, 
installation of a modernized (glass) digital multifunctional display system with upgraded 
AVIONICS architecture, and installation of new sensors such as weather radar and EO/IR. The 
CAAS replaces legacy analog components, saves valuable weight and space within the aircraft, 
significantly decreases required maintenance and provides vastly improved situational awareness 
for aircrews. Additionally, CAAS provides an architecture that is more easily upgraded to 
accommodate additional aircraft systems, sensors, and capability improvements. CAAS will 
provide superior commonality between the H-65/SRR and H-60/MRR, reducing total life cycle 
costs due to optimized sparing levels, common training and documentation requirements and 
shared software life cycle management expenses. The existing H-65 AFCS is an aging analog 
system with severe supportability concerns. Upgrading this system is essential to the 
airworthiness of the aircraft and is absolutely critical to safe flight. The new digital AFCS 
provides an autopilot capability that permits CG aircrews to perform essential Search and Rescue 
and Law Enforcement operations at night and during in all weather conditions. 


DS6 (AFCS/AVIONICS) Key Performance Parameters 



Key I’erformancc 

Pai aiiH'tcr (KPP) 

Uevisett Baseline 

07 NommuIu'I' 2000 

I lit'tfshold/ 

Version 1.0 

22 Msi> 2000 run 
riireshulii Ohjcctive 

Vei simi 2.0 
Nti ( 

I'iiiwlinttl 

flivu 

Flight Management System 
(FMS) Required 
Navigational Performance 
fRNP) 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

Qualified for RNP-10 
through RNP-0.3 airspace 
with Non-Precision 
Approach 

fei.VvJ 


FMS Automatic Approach 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

Execute automatic 
approach into the wind 
line to a coupled hover 
over a preprogrammed 
GPS position 

.•r— •. ' 



DS6 (AFCS/AVIONICS) Technical Performance Measurement 

DS6 (AFCS/AVIONICS) will begin first article development at ALC during 4QFY12. The ALC 
will be drafting the System Performance Specification to be used in the Request for Proposal for 
the AFCS, and will assemble a source selection team to evaluate proposals. Design Reviews will 
be required by all sub-contractors working on the sub-system development. System level Design 
Reviews and Program Management reviews are also being used to monitor technical 
performance and are reported in accordance with DHS periodic reporting requirements. 

C.6.2: DS6 (AFCS/AVIONICS) SCHEDULE 

The key schedule parameters for DS6 (AFCS/AVIONICS) are provided below. The schedule is 
a best estimate at this time and will be updated in future revisions to this document. 
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DS6 (AFCS/AVIONICSJ Key Schedule Parameters 




Si-hi'diilo N'ersion t.lt 

SelitHliili- ’ 

Version 2.0 

Major l^roject 

Husclinc 

22 May 2009 




Kvciit ' 

ir? Noveiirbei’ 

Ih resholil 


ilin-vhti! 

Iff 

Ohjocti^c 

System Requirements 
Review (SRR) 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

4QFY09 

2QFY09 

COMPLETE 

(05/09) 

ADE-2B decision 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

4QFY09 

2QFY09 

COMPLETE 

(02/10) 

Preliminary Design 

Review fPDR) 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

4QFY10 

2QFY10 

1QFY13 

3QFY12 

Critical Design Review 
(CDR) 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

2QFYil 

4QFY10 

4QFYI3 

2QFY13 

ADE"2C decision 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

1QFY14 

3QFY13 

First Article/ Prototype 
Delivered 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

1QFY12 

3QFYn 

2QFY14 

4QFY13 

Developmental Test & 
Evaluation Complete 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

FY12 

FY12 

FY15 

FY14 

Operational Assessment 
fOA) Complete 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

FY13 

FY12 

FYI5 

FYI4 

Production Readiness 
Review fPRR) 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

FYI3 

FY12 

FYI5 

FY14 

First LRIP Production 

NOT 






ACFT Acceptance Testing 
Date 

SPECIFIED 

FY13 

FYI3 

FY16 


FY15 

Initial Operational 

Capability (IOC)<'> 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

FY13 

FY13 

FY16 

FYI5 

Initial Operational Test& 
Evaluation (lOT&E) 
Complete 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

FY13 

FY12 

FY16 

FYI5 

ADE"3 Decision 
fFuil Rate Production) 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

FY13 

FY12 

FY17 

FY16 

Full Operational Capability 
(FOC) ® 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

FY18 

FY17 

FY20 

FY19 


1 , IOC defined as first CG Air Station Fully Equipped 

2. FOC defined as all CG H-65 Air Station Fully Equipped 


DS6 (AFCS/ AVIONICS) Schedule Performance Measurement 

The Project IMS is being used to monitor schedule performance and is reported in accordanc 
with DHS periodic reporting requirements. 

C.6.3: DS6 (AFCS/AVIONICS) COST 

DS6 (AFCS/AVIONICS) cost estimates are provided in the table below. 
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DS6 (AFCS/AVTONICS) Key Cost Performance Parameters 


( nsl 

( iiU'^orics 

rroi’iam ( osl rstiniiifc in rhcu I)dU;mn (Millions) 

( nrront l*li;isc: I\S:I) 

Uasoline V'ersuin 1.0 \ ui sitiii 2.0 

07 N(»Aeniber200(> ^ . .. 

riireshoid/Objectivc Thmhtilti Objective I'hreshold Objective 

Acquisition 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

$295.0M<'> 

$273.3<'> 

$3I7.3M‘''^> 

$293.8M<'’^> 

Quantities 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

102 

102 

i02 

102 


1 . Portion of baseline IDS APB $74 1 M applicable to DS6 

2. Updated cost estimate from April 2010 LCCE. 


DS6 (AFCS/AVIONICS) Cost Performance Measurements 

The PM maintains control for project resource management including budget forecasts, spend 
plans, planned schedule or procurements, project financial documents, and personnel 
requirements. The PM maintains the financial plan, spend plan, planned schedule of 
procurements, obligations plan and project budget documentation, and holds routine reviews 
with the ALC project staff to review and update cost performance data. The ALC accounting 
systems do not provide EVMS data, but do provide the ability to closely monitor alternate 
measurements of technical performance (i.e., accomplishment of planned work), schedule 
performance (i.e., behind/ahead of schedule), and cost performance (i.e., under/over budget). 
These alternate performance measurements will be reported in accordance with DHS periodic 
reporting requirements for this DS of the H-65 project. 

D. INCREMENT 2, DISCRETE SEGMENT 7 DESCRIPTION (UN-BUDGETED 
INCREMENT) 

Increment 2 contains one DS. This DS contains the surface search radar sensor capability that 
meets the requirements defined by the sponsor in Section 6.1 of the H-65 Conversion 
/Sustainment Operational Requirements Document. The CG has an operational need for a 
surface search radar system for its entire rotary wing fleet of aircraft. A budget has only been 
identified to provide that capability to the H-60/MRR helicopters. The goal is to work with the 
H-60 PM to select a radar system for the H-60/MRR that could also be easily integrated into the 
H-65/SRR aircraft to provide the same capability across the rotary wing fleet. Once the 
H-60/MRR project selects, tests, and integrates the surface search radar into the MH-60T’s 
CAAS, most of the integration efforts and software will be re-useable within the H-65/SRR. 
Therefore integration efforts would be minimal with primary cost for the H-65 
Conversion/Sustainment coming from production material procurement. 

This surface search capability is required to meet the CG’s need to enhance the Maritime 
Domain Awareness in support of all of its maritime aviation missions. While funding has not yet 
been identified for the H-65 Conversion/Sustainment, the performance, schedule and cost 
requirements for this capability are provided in the following sections to provide the basis for 
future funding requests. 
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D.l: DS7 (SURFACE SEARCH RADAR) CAPABILITY BASELINE 
DS7 provides production quantities of a common surface search radar systems. The upgrade will 
provide additional enhanced capabilities proposed by the IDS conceptual design for the 
H-65/SRR, The radar sensor systems will be eommon across the CG Rotary Wing aircraft fleet, 
including the H-65/SRR and the H-60/MRR. 

D.l.I: DS7 (SURFACE SEARCH RADAR) PERFORMANCE 

The Surface Search Capability upgrades will allow the H-65/SRR to expand their mission 
effectiveness to incorporate the entire spectrum of the SDCIP (Surveillance, Detection, 
Classification, Interdiction and Prosecution) process. The radar system will have been integrated 
into the CAAS cockpit during DS6 (AFCS/AVIONICS). Although the integration and design 
for the sensors will have been completed during the previous DS, DS7 provides production 
quantities of the sensor systems to ensure the capability is fielded to operational units. 
Increasing the number of aircraft with the required surface search radar systems would 
drastically improve the overall mission effectiveness of the H-65/SRR fleet and the CG. 


DS7 (SURFACE SEARCH RADAR) Key Performance Parameters 


Rev Pcrfiiniancc 
Paraiiielcr (KPP) 

Revised Baseline 
<17 NoNomher 200<» 
i hrushoiii; Olijculivu 

N'ersiDii 

2Z Ma> Z 

1 hi'ositold 

1 1. 0/2.0 
oft>» nil) 
OOjetiive 

VersiDii 2.0 
( hango 

Detection range for a 41ft 
Aluminum vessel at 500’ 
above water level (AWL) 






Detection range for a 65ft 
fishing vessel at 1000’ 
AWL 






Field of View 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

120 

degrees 

180 

degrees 




DS7 (SURFACE SEARCH RADAR) Technical Performance Measurement 
DSl adds significantly enhanced surface search (multi-mode) capability to the aircraft. Since the 
H-65 would be selecting the same radar that will be selected by the H-60/MRR project, all of the 
performance criteria for this DS can be found in the H-60/MRR project requirements documents. 

D.I.2: DS7 (SURFACE SEARCH RADAR) SCHEDULE 

The key schedule parameters for segment are not known at this time. They will be refined once 
funding has been identified and the work can be planned and scheduled. This APB will be 
updated to reflect the revised schedule parameters once developed. 


fiS'f .rSIj 

kFACI:. NkAMCH R,^lL4k:i IHch. iiulc Phs ats-cR 

■■■ lireat . 



sirii ' tbe i - 1 



1. IOC defined as first CG 

Air Station Fully Equipped 
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2. FOC defined as all CG H-65 Air Station Fully Equipped 

DS7 (SURFACE SEARCH RADAR) Schedule Performance Measurement 

The Project IMS is being used to monitor schedule performance and is reported in accordance 

with DHS periodic reporting requirements. 

D.1.3: DS7 (SURFACE SEARCH RADAR) COST 

H-65/SRR Surface Search Radar cost estimates are provided in the table below. 



Program Cost Estimate in Then Tear Dollars (Millions) 


(SURFACE SEARCH RADAR) Key Cost Performance Parameters 


c :<ist 

Baseline 

( Hrreiif Pluise: I’i&I) 

Version 1.0 

Version 2.0 

( iiltLioi its 

07 November 2006 

22 Mav 2(MW 



riireshoUl'' Objcclhe I’hresliok! .Objective I'hrcsliuld Objecl j\e 


Acquisition 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

$200.8M 

$I85.9M 

$238.7M 

S221.0M 

Quantities 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

102 

102 

102 

102 


DS7 (SURFACE SEARCH RADAR) Cost Performance Measurements 
The PM maintains control for project resource management including budget forecasts, spend 
plans, planned schedule or procurements, project financial documents, and personnel 
requirements. The PM maintains the financial plan, spend plan, planned schedule of 
procurements, obligations plan and project budget documentation, and holds routine reviews 
with the ALC project staff to review and update cost performance data. The ALC accounting 
systems do not provide EVMS data, but do provide the ability to closely monitor alternate 
measurements of technical performance (i.e., accomplishment of planned work), schedule 
performance (i.e., behind/ahead of schedule), and cost performance (i.e., under/over budget). 
These alternate performance measurements will be reported in accordance with DHS periodic 
reporting requirements for the H-65 Conversion/Sustainment Surface Search Radar Increment 2 
DS7. 
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DejBsrtnwHl sf llaraefaed Secarity 

WasUts^ DC 20528 


Homeland 

Security 


FEBOSaXB 

ACQUISITION DECISION MEMORANDUM 


MEMORANDUM FOR; 


FROM: 


Vivien S. Crea VADM, USCG 
Vice Commandant USCG 


Elaine C. Duke 
Under Secretary ft 



SUBmCT: 


HC-144A Maritiffie Patrol Aircraft Updated Acquteition 
Program Baseline (Version 1.0) 


The Atehed Acquisition Program Basdine (APB) (Version 1 . 0) for the HC-1 44A Maritime Patrol 
Aircraft (MPA) Program has berai reviewed and ^jproved. The APB serves as the documrated 
progtam of record for the MPA Program, and the program is approved to execute in accordance with 
die cost schedule and performance baselines established in the APB. 

In parallel with MPA execution, the fbllowing action is to be completed and submitted to Jim Manzo, 
Director, Cost Analysis Division in the Office of the Chief Procurement Officer (OCPO): 

■ Coordinate with the OCPO Cost Analysis Division (CAD) to update the HC- 144A MPA 
Lifecycle Cost Estimate (LCCE) in order to ensure consistency and conftinnaiKe with die 
requirements ofthe Department ofHomeland Security Directive 102-01. The updated LCCE 
and supporting documentation should be provided to CAD ftir review at least 30 days beftire 
the next Acquisition Decision Event or within six months of the date of this memorandum. 

If you have any questions, please contact Page Glennie at (202) 447-5492. 


Attachment 


co: 

Deputy Secretary 
Asdstant Secretary for Policy 
Chief Financial Officer 
Chief Procurement Officer 
Chief Information Officer 
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U.S. Oepar^ent of iM/tK/jjllll 
Homeland Security 

United States 
Coast Guard 


Commandant 

Untt«] States C(»st Guard 


2100 Secomi Street. S.W. 
WasMngton. DC ^3593-0001 
Staff Symbol: CG-924 
Phono; (202) 475-3150 
Fax; (202) 475-3916 
Email: Petef.J.8oydeuo<^.mR 


5000 

DEC 1120(8 


Reply to CG-924 
Attn of; P. Boyd 

To: E. C. DUKE 

DHS, Under Secretary for Management 
Tliru: J. HIGBEE 

DHS, Acquisition Program Management Division 


MEMORANDUM 


From: 


V. S. CREA, VADM 
Vice Commandant 


Subj : HC- 144A MARITIME PATROL AIRCRAFT (MPA) PROJECT ACQUISITION 
PROGRAM BASELINE (APB) REVISION 

Ref: (a) DHS Acquisition Program Baseline Guidance, 3 1 March 2008 

1. In accordance with reference (a), I am submitting the revised HC-144A MPA Project APB for 
your review and approval. 


# 


Enclosure: (1) MPA APB 



USCG Agency Acqmatkm Executive 



MRS APB vl.O 23 Jim 08 
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Revision # 

Description 

Effective 

Date 

^seline 

Integrated Deepwater System QDS) APB Version 1 . 1 
approved by the Coast Guard Agency Acquisition 
Executive 07 Nov 2006 and Approved by Department of 
Homeland Security (DHS) Investment Review Board 
(IRB) on 1 5 May 2007. TTiis APB considers the date 
approved by the Coast Guard’s Acquisition Executive as 
the baseline date. 

07 Nov 2006 

Revision 1 

Department guidance for preparation of foe FYl 0- 1 4 
Resource Allocation Plan (RAP) directed preparation of 
discrete Acquisition Program Baselines (AP&) for each 
IDS itiiyor acquisition project This APB documents the 
standalone MPA program baseline 

23 June 2008 


B) MPA PROGRAM OVERVIEW 

B.l. STRATEGIC GOALS 

The acquisition will significantly enhance the Coast Guaid's ability to siipport the strategic 
objectives for homeland security, derived fiom the National Strategy for Homeland Security. 
The following is a summary of the DHS strategic goals, programs and program peiformaiKe 
goals that will be directly supported by the HC*144A MPA project; 

1) DHS Strategic Goal: Continue to Protect our Nation fiom Dangerous People 

• CG Program: Drug Interdiction 

CG Program Performance Goal; Reduce the flow of illegal drugs entering the U.S. via 
non-commercial maritime shipping sources. 

• CG Program: Migrant Interdiction 

CG Program Performance Goal: Eliminate the flow of undocumented migrants via 
maritime routes to the U.S. 

• CG Program; Other Law Enforcement 

CG Program Performance Goal: Reduce the number of illegal vessel incursions into the 
U.S. Exclusive Economic Zone. 


1 
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2) DHS Strategic Goal: Protect Critical Infrastructure 

• CG Program: Marine &)vironmental Protection 

CG Program Performance Goal: Eliminate oil ^ills and diemical discharge incidents. 

• CG Program: Living Marine Resources 

CG Program Performance Goal: Achieve sustained fisheries regulation compliance on 
our Nation’s Oceans. 

• CG Program: Ports Waterways and Coastal Security (PWCS) 

CG Program Performance Goal: Reduce homeland security risk in the maritimB domain. 

• CG Program: Marine Safety 

CG Program Performance Goal: Eliminate maritime fritaiifres and injuries on our 
Nation’s oceans and waterways. 

3) DHS Strat^ic Goal: Build a Nimble, Effective Emergency Response System and Culture 
ofPrBi»redness 

• CG Program: Defense Readiness 

CG Program Performance Goal: Support our national security and military strategies by 
ensuring assets are at the high level of readiness required by the combatant commander. 

• CG Program: Search and Rescue 

CG Program Performance Goal: Save mariners in imminent danger on our Nation’s 
oceans and vraterways. 

Ba. MISSION NEED 

In 1996, the Coast Guard conducted an analysis on the current and projected capabilities required 
of its surface and aviation assets to perform all the statutorily mandated missions. The result of 
fills analysis was documented in the IDS Mission Analysis R^rt The report tx>ted a distinct 
trend of decreasing capabilities with its legacy surface and aviation assets. This capability gcq> 
was present before the events of 9/11 . With the transition of the Coast Guard to DHS, the roles 
and missions in support of maritime homeland security have added additiorud tasking to the 
resource-thin Coast Guard. The Coast Guard has selected a commercial off-the-shelf military 
transport airframe to meet its Medium Range Surveillance (MRS) MPA mission requirements. In 
compliance with the Buy American Act, the European Aeronautic Defence and Space Company 
(EADS) Construcciones Aeronauticas Sociedad A6nima (CASA) CN23S-300M was select^ as 
foe MPA and viewed as the perfect complement for the Coast Guard fleet of long-range, heavy- 
lift HC-1 30 aircraft. Subseqi^tly designated the HC-144A, foe aircraft’s sensors, interoperable 
comimmications, data processing, range and eixlurance give it the ability to collect irrtelligence, 
detect, locate and identify targets, and support information dissemination by sourcing data for 
Maritime Domain Awareness (MDA). This aircraft, with hs Mission Siqrport Pallet (MSP), will 
be integral in executing foe Coast Guard’s three roles of Maritime Safety, Security, and 
Stewardship. 
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BJ. PROGRAM DESCRIPTION 

The HC-144A is a state-of-the-art twin engine turboprop airplane with a cockpit designed for 
superior situational ax^ireness, reducing workload a^ increasing safety allowing the mrcrew to 
better concentrate on mission requirements. Human tectois engineering is also evident in the 
design and operational ability of the MSP, wUch controls the tactical workstation. Tlie MSP is a 
suite of electronic «]uipment that «iables the HC-144A aircrew to compile data from the 
aircraft’s multiple and integrated sensors and transmit information to siuAce vessels, other 
ahorafi and shore tecilities. Satellite radios provide clear and uninterrupted voice and data 
exchange. Advanced electronic su{^rt measures can automatically detect fiieiullyAinknown 
vessels and vessel ‘fingerfaints’, fiirther enhancing maritime domain awaroness. The HC-144A 
has a high-efSciency turbo prop design which allows for persistent surveillance and quick 
response speeds in ^ role of a maritime patrol aircraft. The HC-144A also jaovides great 
naission flexibility. The hydrauUcaUy-operated rear ramp allows for easy roll-on and roll-ofif 
provisions. This quick-dumge feature allows ground crews to re-configure the aircraft from 
maritime patrol, to medical evacuation, to passenger or freight transport. Its medium-size and 
hi^-lifi wing (tesign allow take-off and landing on short, unpaved landing areas, frirther 
enabling the Coast Guard’s ability to aid first responders in all types of national, state and local 
emergencies. 


The previous Coast Guard IDS APB was ^proved by the DHS IRB on IS May 2007. However, 
the Decision Memorandum required the Co^ Guard to provide an updated APB that: 

a. Aligns with the post-9/I I Demwater Mission Needs Statement (MNS) (and its supporting 
perrotmance gap analysis) and latest iq)date to the Deepwater Implementation plan; and 

b. Reflects revised cost and schedule projections for MPA, including: MSP certification. 
Operational Test and Evaluation (OT&E), a simulator for training, facilities upgrades, and 
revised pricing for the aircraft, mission systems pallet and spare parts. 

The purpose of this MPA APB is to iqxiate the baseline infonnation from the prior IDS APB and 
provide a standalone APB documenting the program baseline for the MPA program. The 
following tnogram changes are incorporated into this APB submission: 

a. Due to funding considerations, the overall MPA program baseline encompasses two 
increments. 

• Increment 1 provides for twenty-eight aircraft and MSPs, spare parts for both aitcrafi and 
MSPs, a full motion aircraft flight simulator and building, and a hangar facility at 
Aviation Training Center (ATC) Mobile, AL. 

• Increment 2 completes the acquisition by providing an additional eight aircraft and 
MSPs, spare parts for both airmaft and MSPs, and fecilities upgrades at Astoria, Cape 
Cod and Naval Base Ventura County. 

b. Perfomiance Parameters: MPA performance has been iqxiated to more fully define the 
overall capabilities of the aircraft and MSP in quantifiable, measurable parameters. 

c. Schedule Perfomumce Parameters: Design delays resulting from requirements for the MSP 
to be certifiable in accordaiKe with the Defense Information Assurance Certification and 
Accreditation Program (DIACAP) for the Secure Internet Protocol Router Network 
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(SIPRNET) mid Sensitive But Unclassified (SBU) Local Area NetwoA (LAN) has resulted 
in an OT&E and Initial Opmating Capability schedule breach of one year. 

d. Cost Perfonnanoe Parameters; Cost Perfonnance Parameters have Iwen updated to reflect 
dianges in the aitcrall and MSP cost, the inclusion of a fli^t simulator for training, and 
spare parts requirements which have resulted in a decrease in fielded assets and hangar 
facilities. Al^ugh not included within the current Coast Guard budget submissions, 
fimding for the MPA ^ulator and hangar facility uj^rades are included wifliin this APB. 
The Life Cycle Cost Estimate (LCCE) has been updat^ to reflect the results of an 
independmit analysis of file Opreration and Sustainment (O&S) costs for the HC-144A. 


B.4. REFERENCES 

This section identifies the relevant source documents used to establish the project baseline in the 
APB. 



Life Cycle Cost Estimate, 17 
Jan 2007 

IDS APB, Ver 1.1, 15 May 

2007 

IDS Mission Need Statement, 
Rev 1. MEMO, 20 Apr 2005 

IDS Alternatives Analysis, 

Feb 2008 

HC-144A Acquisition Plan, 1 8 
Apr 2008 


MRS MPA Operational 
Requirements Document 
(ORD) (Draft). 1 Dec 2007 


Alternatives Analysis MEMO, 
3 Mar 2008 


HC-144A IMS, 30 June 2008 
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C) OVERALL MPA PROGRAM BASELINE 

The HC-1 44A is equipped with coromunioations, navigation and surveUlance systrais that will 
allow the Coast to t^esate worldwide in both civil and militaiy airspace. Hie search radar 

can (tetect targets of interest iqj to 100 nautical miles away. Or^ Ok aircraft is cloaa- to the 
target, the Bl^aro-C^csd / Infift-Red sersor (EO / IR) can classify and idraitify target in all 
wealth conditions. Tte stete-of-the-«t coclspit design provides pilots with sitehkmal 

awareness, reducii® workload and increasing safety. MSP opetatore can collect, coit^ile, and 
transfer infbnnation in iwar real time to commandos on diip or on diore. Satellite ra^os provide 
clear, over the horizon, unintwtqited voice and data exchasige. Advanced electronic support 
measure can detect vmels and sipiatutes, adding another lay^ of defense to the Homeland 
Security missiott 


The overall MPA program baseline consists of the combined pwformance, schedule and cost 
parameters described in Increments 1 and 2. 

SECTION C.1: MPA PERFORMANCE 

TTie revised MPA APB investment performance parameters align with the post-9/1 1 Dwpwater 
MNS and are the same as the Key Paformance Parameters (KPPs) listed in toe Draft HC-144A 
ORD. The revised KPPs are more descriptive of the performance required and will be measured 
during toe MPA Opraational Assessment (OA). 


Key Perfonnanee Param^rs 


' ' t<l 'll.'l 1 ‘ - ' UlMMOVI 

I'M \^l < K.vM IP Ni« 2tl0fi * :i|IM;it'S 

M t I'MMMI UK. .. IllUI'.inlO <lllll(ll\.l IMKISIIIIIII lll.iliMM 

HIGH ALTITUDE 

PATHOL SPEED 184 

(KNOTS) i 

1«) KTAS OR GREATER WHEN AT 
OR ABOVE $,000 FT MSL 

MJWALTITUDE 1 

PATHOL speed'” 180 

(KNOTS) 

< 180 KUS AT 1,000 FT MSL 

DETECTION RANGE ” „ „ 

”(NM) 


RADIUS ARRIVE ON-SCENE TO 

SUPPORT SAR MISSIONS AT 

A RANGE OF300NM WITHIN 90 
MINUTES. 
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07 \i>\ 200() 


OPERATIONAL 
AVAILABILITY ‘® 
TIME TO LAUNCH 
FOLLOWING 
NOTIFICATION 


^ ARRIVE ON- ' 
STATION 
CONFIGUREB 
TO SUPPORT 
SURVEJULAN 
CE ^ 

MISSIONS 

WITHOUT 

KKFUEUNG. 

HAVE AN ON- 

STATION 

ENDURANCE 

OF 47 HRS. 

0.i0 

<30 MINUTES 


OB.U (UN I. 


ARRIVE ON- 

STATION 

CONFIGURED 

TO SUPPORT 

SURVEILLAN 

CE« 

MISSIONS 

WITHOUT 

REFUELING. 

HAVE AN ON- 

STATION 

ENDURANCE 

OF 5.5 HRS. 




0.90 


0.71 


0.80 




1 . Based on ClAAT Baseline Asset Characteristics used to deveiop System Ta^ Sequence (SDCIP) KPPs. 

2. hi Medium Sea State 

3. Based cma qiecific Height of Eye, a medium size target, clear weather, and 90% Probabitty of Drtection. 

4. Search And Rescue (SAR) Mission Configuratiott includes the MSP, ^andard SAR equipnaits and a raew of 
six. 

5. Surveifiance Missicni Configuration includes the MSP and a crew of five. 

6. Reflects revised figures in the Draft HC-144AORD. 


TECHNICAL PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT 


Completion of the system DIACAP requiiments and progress of the platform Operational 
Assessment are being used to monitor technical performance, and are reported in accordance 
with DHS periodic reporting requirements. 

SECTION CJ: INVESTMENT SCHEDULE 


The MPA APB key schedule parameters reflect revised schedule jaojections for the project, 
including a one-year delay in OT&E and a projected one4ialf year delay in delivery of flie lead 
asset resulting fiom MSP Ceitification and Accreditation delays for SIPRNET aid SBU LAN; 
and a four-y^ delay in delivery of the final asset / FOC resulting fiom aircrafi and MSP cost 
increases and limitations of individual fiscal year CIP funding. 


MRSAPBvI.0 23 Jun08 


6 



490 


K«^ Schedule Parameters 


M lit 1)1 !.r 

IM! \sr < DM) 

mx'hMim ur\iN 

«7 2(MK. H N 

riiiu.Niioi.u 

H)\ \ 

\ :miv 

(1 . :i i i*\\ 

PDR 

12A)4 



CDR 

0M5 



PRODUCTION BEADINm REVIEW (PRR) 

oam 



TEST READINESS REVIEW (TRR) 

ezm 



OPERATIONAL ASSESSMENT START 

3QFY07 

1qFY09<»> 

3QFY08 

OPERATIONAL ASSESSMENT 
COMPLETTONAOC 

1QFY08 

4QFY09® 

2QFY09® 

MlLESWmE S^ROJECT DEOSION 

NOT SPECIFIED 

4QFYi»® 

2QFY09® 

LEAD ASSET DELIVERY 

4QFY08 

4QFY09® 

IQFYOS® 

FINAL INCREMENT 1 ASSET DELIVERY 

4QFY16 

4QFY18 

2QFYI8 

INITIAL INCREMENT 2 ASSET DELIVERY 

NOT SPECIFIED 

4QFY18 

2QFYIS 

FINAL INCREMENT 2 ASSET DELIVERY / 
FOC 

NOT SPECIFIED 

4QFY2fl<'> 

2QFY2«<'’ 


® Imi»cts of MSP dcsigi delays and completion of DT&B due to requirements for DIACAP 
have induced approximately a one year delay in start of Operational Assessment 
® Inqmcts of MSP design delays and completion of DT&E due to requirements for DIACAP 
have induced approximately a one year delay in completion of Operational Assessment / IOC. 
® Impacts of MSP design delays and completion of DT&E due to requirements lor DIACAP 
have induced approximately a one-half year delay in lead asset delivery. 

Aircraft and MSP cost increases, limitations of ii^ividual fiscal year CIP funding and MSP 
delays have induced approximately a four year delay in Final Asset delivery / FOC. 

Schedule Performance Measurement 

The Integrated Master Schedule (IMS) associated with the MPA Delivery Task Order (DTO) 
awarded to the contractor and the program office IMS are being used to monitor schedule 
performance and are in accordance with DHS periodic reporting requirements. 


SECTION CJ-. INVESTMENT COST 

The MPA APB cost fwameters are based upon the assumption of procuring aircraft md MSP’s 
directly commencing in FY09, The MPA Life Cycle Cost Estimate (LCCE) tiiat was iqxlaJed to 
reflect an inde;^dent analysis completed in January, 2007. This LCCE is ba^ upon a 40-yw 
aircraft useful service life and accounts fiir the known aircraft cost increases as well as die 
additional cost fior the MPA training simulator, han^ facility upgrades and the full provision of 
logistics. 
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Key Cost Perfonnasee Parameteis 


Ki \ ( 

''''''•'''‘""1 I'MMtOir H It M .’■■'I.'i 

( IIAll 

Ui \ l-M > N 1 

iM VI! \ ; : 

M N{. 2niiS 

^^ACQUISITION 

$1,70®! 

$516.®! 

OASCOST<» SPEC^D 

$7426M<‘'* 

S2a36M® 

LBMirCMCOST cittW’) 

ESTIMATE SZ2,773M' 

S>^2M 

$2,7S2.6M 

QUANTTHES 36 

28 

8 

USEFULIJFK ; 40 YEARS 



*** Hie $22,773M refloJts the ori^al LCCE ftom the original IDS APB. It is unknown how this 
cost was derived. 

® The total acquisition cost, that is the sum of Increment 1 and 2, is $2,222.6M. Ihis reflects the 
pio^am ofBce ratimate for die project procurement including logistics and faciiiti«, and is 
based upon actual costs to date (including sunk cost) with an inflation fector ^Eed for future 
procurements. This estimate also is based on the assumption that the acquisidon stiaregy fm 
FY09 and fellow procurements will be direct to the individual equipment OEM’s. 

® The total O&S Cost, that is die sum of Increment 1 and 2, is $10,062M O&S. This cost is 
based tjqion |»rametric cost data derived ftom the 17 Jan 2007 LCCE. 

W W Pot simplicity, the O&S costs for Increment 1 and 2 wee derived by dividing tte total O&S 
cost by 36 (a per aircraft estimate) and multiplying by 28 for Increment 1 and 8 for hwtement 2. 
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D) MPA INCREMENT 1 

MPA Increment 1 consists of te acquisition of the first 28 aircraft and MSPs, the MPA 
simul^or and initial outfit of MPA ^are parts tiiat will imrchased wifli the cumsitly ^proved 
level of funding. Any additional ftiwliBg beyond curt«t budget plans wiU be devoted to the 

procurement of additional airomfl ^ capabilities described in MPA Inclement 2 (Section E). 

SECTION D.l: INCREMENT 1 MPA PERFORMANCE 

The performance parametets for MPA tacrement 1 are identical tire Key Perfonnance Parameters 
cited for the overall MPA jffogram in section C. 1 . 


SECTION D.2: MPA INCREMENT I SCHEDULE 


nte MPA APB key schedule parameters reflect revised schedule projections for the project, 
including a one-year delay in OT&E and a projected one-half year delay in delivery of the Irad 
asset resulting MSP Certification and Accreditation delays for SIPRNET and SBU LAN; 
and a four year delay in delivery of the final asset / FOC resulting fiom aircraft and MSP cost 
incieas« and limitations of individual fiscal year CIP funding. 


Key Schedule Parameters 


rilAM: ( »\ll ' \ 

1. VM 1 IM 

07 Nin 

MIKI '-IIOI 1) 


l<»N 1 

MINI • 

(iliil f 1 1\ 1 

PDR j 

1 IMM 



CDR 

06/05 1 



HlODUCnON READINESS REVIEW (PHR) 

01/0« 



TEST READINESS REVIEW (TRR) 

02/06 



OPERATIONAL ASSESSMENT START 

3QFy07 

IQFTOOO’ 

3Q¥\ 08 

OPERATIONAL ASSESSMENT COMPLETION 
/IOC 1 

1QFY08 

JOFYOO**’ 

2QrY09® 

MILESTONE 31 PROJECT DEaSION 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

4QFy09® 

2QFY09®> 

LEAD ASSET DELIVERY 

4QFY08 

4QFY(»™ 

2QFY09® 

FINAL ASSETDELIVERY OF INCREMENT I 

i 

4QFY18<*> 

2QFY18 **> 


^hnpmrts of MSP d^gn delays and completion ofDTi^ ^ to lequireitMte for DIACAP 


have induced ^iproximately a one year delay in start of Operational MseKment 
® Impacts of MSP d^ign delays and completion of DT&E due to requirenMats for DIACAP 
have induced aHOoximately a one year delay in completion of Operational AsKsmiait / IOC. 
® tapacts of MSP (tesign ^lays and completion of DT&E due to requironents for DIACAP 
have induced ^(^iroxiinately a one-half year delay in lead ^set delivery. 

Aircraft and MSP cost increases, iimitations of individual fiscal year CIP ftmding and MSP 
delays have indtrced approxunately a four year delay in Final Asset delivery / FOC. 
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SECTION O MPA INCREMENT 1 COST 


Cost Performance Parametm 


I ( 1 ! Hi N N i \U S! 

I 1 K!H ^ 1 

r. \M 

n" Nn\ 2006 

I IIKI MIOI.D 

Kl \ 

IM K 

Z.'.tl 

tiiui Niho 0 

\»! \ 1 1 

M MiiiS 

{ M: M ( i H ! 

lOlAl V« Ql I'slliD'f 

COST 


$1,842M 

SI,7WM 

0&SCC«T 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

%4S2M 

$7,82®! 

LIFE-CyCLECOST 

ESTIMATE 

S22,T73M 

S10,294M 

, S9JS32M 

QUANTITIES 

36 

28 


USEFUL LIFE 

40YEABS 




The $7,826M O&S cost is based upon parametric cost data derived from 1 7 Jan 2007 

LCCE. For simplicity, the O&S costs for Increment 1 was derived by dividing foe total O&S 
cost by 36 (a per aircraft Ornate) and multiplying by 28 for Incremeot I . 


Increment 1 consists of foe following: 

• Adjusted Aircraft and MSP foocurement to twenty eight. Among foe justification is 
projected cost increases, estimated to be $9S.9M 

• Inclusion of an Aircraft Flight Simulator, estimated at $36.0M 

• Inclusion of all initial issue ^aies for foe Aircraft and MSPs through 20 1 8 in tte total 
acquisition as an AC&I funded requirement, an increase estimated at S124.0M over foe 
initial budget 

• Inclusion of Engmeering Change Orders (and retrofit) estimated at $20M 

• Flight Simulator Facility, $6,SM 

• Hangar at ATC Mobile, $24.1M 
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E) MPA!NGREI«ENT2 

MPA l!Mwn«it 2 represmts tte imiEtaided portion of assets and spares of the program. 
Procurement of alditional assets and s{»res will be accomplisired with atMitional funding. 

SECTION E.1: MPA INCMMINT 2 PERFORMANCE 


The performance paraaietos for MPA Increment 2 are identical fte Key Pcrfomiance Pammeters 
cited for the overall MPA program in section C. 1 . 


SECTION Ea; MPA INCREMENT 2 SCHEDULE 

The MRS APB key schedule jwrameters reflect revised schedule projections for tire project, 
including a one*yeffl delay in OT&E and a jsojected one-half year delay in deliver of die lead 
asset resulting fiom MSP Certification and Accreditation delays for SIPRNET and SBU LAN; 
and a foiff year delay in delivery of the final asset / Full Operational Capability resulting fiom 
aircraft and MSP cost increases and limitations of individual fiscal year CIP fonding. 


Key Schedule Parameters 



DELIVERY SPECmED 4QFYI8 « 

(AIRCRAFT «9) ^ ___ _ 

INCREMENT 2 FINAL ASSET DELIVERY/ : 

FULL OPERATIONAL CAPABILITY NOT SPECIFIED 4QFY20® 

(AIRCRAFT #36) 

^Program Office projections reflect lead asset delivery of Increment 2 to be FY18. 

Program Office projections reflect final asset delivery of incranent 2 to be rY20. 


2QFY18 

2QFY20 


SECTIONED: MPA INCREMENT 2 COST 


The MPA APB cost parameters reflect current cost projections for the MPA. Hus is a revision 
to foe 15 May 2007 Baseline, which did not fund the simulator, include fiicilitiea costs or 
adequately fund the required spare parts. Increment 2 is currently unfunded. 
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Key Cost Prafortnance Parameters 


( osi ( [ m N \ i \K N 

c I Kur \ 1 I'll x'-i 

< l>A !) 

\N| 1 IM 

II" \.n :iior» 

MIKI s||iH t) 

Ul \ 1^(0' 

l\< Ml 

i inu siioi n 

S' 1 

M 2 

IMiX 

Oli It < 1 l\ 1 

TOTAL ACtIBISmOK 
CCBT 

SI,706M 

SS^M 

$Sie.6M 

O&SCOCT 

NOT SPECIFIED 

S2,41SM 

$2,236M'« 

UraCYCLECOST 

ESTIMATE 

$22,773M 

$2,973M 

S2,7S2.6M 

QliANTlTIliS 

36 

8 j 


USEFUL LIFE 

40 YEARS 




® For siiopUdQr, fte O&S costs ftir iDcrement 2 were derived by dividing die told O&S cost by 36 (a per aircraft 
estimde) aid muMpl^ng by 8 for Increment Z 


Increment 2 completes die MPA procurement. It includes: 

• Eight aitaBfi and MSPs, Rotated at $3S2.8M 

• Initial issue stares for the eight Aircraft and N^Ps mentioned above, estimated to be 
$73.1M 

• Fadlities costs; 

• Naval Base Ventura Cotmty (includes environmental assessment), $23.0M 

• Hangar at Astoria, $20.6M 

• Hangar at Cape Cod, estimated to be $29. IM 
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U.S. Department of Hnmetand Security 
Washington, IX^ 20528 



Homeland 

Security 


ACQUISITION 


iMOKANDUM 


MEMORANDUM FOR: Vivien S. Crea VADM 

Vice Conunandant USCG 


FROM: 


Elaine C. Duke 
Under Secretary foi 


SUBJECT: HC- 1 30H Converaion/Sustainmait Acquisition 

Program Baseline (Vosion 1 .0) 

REFFERENCE: Department of Homeland Security Acquisition Program Baseline 

Guidance 


The ^tached Acquisition Program Baseline (APB) (Version 1.0) for the HC-130H 
Conversion/Sustainment Program has been reviewed and annoved. The APB setves as the 
documented program of record for the HC-1 30H Conversio^Sustainmoit, and the program is 
!q)ptoved to execute in accordance with the cost schedule and performance baselines established in the 
APB. 

In parallel with HC-130H Conversion/Sustainment execution, the following actions are to be 
completed: 

• Submit an updated Life Cycle Cost Estimate (LCCE) and siqjpoiting documentaticni to Jmes 

Manzo, Director, Cost Analysis Division (CAD) of foe Oihee of the Chief Procurement Officer 
(OCPO) for review within six months of date of this monorandum. Coordinate with foe OCPO 

CAD to update foe HC-130H LCCE in order to ensure consistency and conformance with foe 
requiremoits of Departmait of Homeland Security (DHS) Directive 102-01. 

• Submit a Test and Evaluation Master Plan (TEMP) to George Ryan, Director Operational Test and 
Evaluation (DOT&E) for approval within six months of foe date of this memorandum. Coordinate 
with OHS DOT&E to update foe HC-I30H in order to ensure consistency and conformance with 
requirements of DHS Directive 102-01. 

• Submit an hitegrated Logistic Support Plan (ILSP) for review to John Higbee, Director, 

Acquisition Program Management Division (APMD) within six monfits of the date of this 
memorandum. Coordinate with OCPO APMD to update the HC-130H ILSP in order to ensure 
consistency and conformance with the requirements of DMS Directive 102-01. 

• Coordiiute with APMD to update the HC-130H APB for foe Key Performance Parameter of 

Discrete Segmrat 4 (Avionics n) and Discrete Segment 5 (Missionization). The APB will be 
provided to APMD approval at least 30 days before foe Acquisition Dedsiem Event 2 (ADE) of 

these segmoits. 
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If you have any qu^ons, plej^ cent^ Pa^ Glennie (202) 447-5492. 


cc: 

Deptfy Sec»^ary 

Uoier Smetwy, Sci«K^ and Technology 
Am^mt SwMmy Ibr Policy 

Chief Financial Officw 
Chief PioOTiwnait Offico- 
Quef Infoiin^on Officer 
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U.S. Department of 
Homeland Securlly 

Ultfted States 
Coast Guard 



United States Cc»st (Kard 


2100 Second Stoeet, S.W. 
Washkigton, DC 205^^1 
Staff Symbd: CG-^4 
Phone: «(») 475*3150 
Fax: (2<B) 475-3916 
Erim: PeterJ.Boyd^jscg.mS 


MEMORANDUM 

i: ^S.CREArV;« 


From; 


ADM 
Vice Commandant 


5000 

DEC 1 1 2008 


Rqily to CG-924 
Attn of: P. Boyd 


To: E. C. DUKE 

DHS, Under Secretary for Management 
Dmi: J.HIGBEE 

DHS, Acquisition Program Management Division 


Subj: HC-130H CONVERSION/ SUSTAINMENT PROJECT ACQUISITION PROGRAM 
BASELINE (APB) REVISION 

Ref: (a) DHS Acquisition Program Baseline Guidance, 3 1 March 2(X)8 

1. In accordance with reference (a), I am submitting the revised HC-130H Project APB for your 
review and approval. 

# 


aiclosure: (1)HC-130H APB 
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Project Manager (CO-9311) 



Acquisition Decisitm Memo Approval Received: 


JUN 1 9 2M9 

Date 


i 
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HC-130H Conversions/Sustainment APB vl.O 


SECTION A. REVISION SUMMARY -VERSION 1.0 

The United States Coast Guard Int^jated Deepwater System (IDS) Acquisition ftogram 
Baseline (APB) was ^qnoved by the DHS Investment Review B(»rd (IRB) on IS May 
2007. Dqartment of Homeland Security (DHS) Guidance for flie FYlO-14 Resource 
Allocation Plan (RAP) directed individual APBs for each project This discrete HC- 
130H Conversioi^Sustainment APB: 

a. Aligns wiOi the post 9/11 Integrated Deepwater System Mission Need Statement 
(NWS) (and its supportii^ perfoimance gap analysis) and updates to the Deepwater 
Implementation plan; and 

b. Reflects revised cost and schedule projections for HC-1 30H Convemions/Sustaimnent 
project. 

The purpose of fliis HC-130H Conversions/Sustainment APB is to provide a stanMone 
consoliwed baseline for managing die entire HC-130H Conversions/Sustainment 
project. The following changes are incorporated into this APB submission: 

a. Sub-divides the overall project by discrete c^bility (Discrete Segments). 

b. Addition of Key Cost, Schedule, and Performance Parameters by Discrete Segments. 

c. Schedule Perfoimance Parameters: Inclusion of key milestones (previously not base 
lined) and separation of schedule parameters by Discrete Segments. 

d. Cost Performance Parameters: Alignment of cost to reflect changes affected by 
inclusion of HC-130H Rewire and SLEP. 

APB Version 1.0 addresses a quantity of sixteen HC-130H aircraft fleet conversions. 
Section B3, Project Description, references an internal cost-benefit analysis fliat indkates 
the current strategy to moctemize 16 HC-130H aircraft may not be the most cost efflcirait 
way to meet mission requirements. The Coast Guard has contracted with NAVAIR to 
conduct an independent Business Case Analysis (BCA) to recommend the most 
economical fleet mix wifliin existing APB and Capital Investment Plan (CIP) constraints. 
Once the BCA is completed, a new acquisition strategy may be presented along with 
associate changes to the current plan for a sixteen HC-130H and six HC-130J fleet mix. 


1 
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HC-130H Conversions/Sustainment APB vl.O 


SECTION B: PROJECT OVERVIEW 
SECTION Bl: Strategic Goals 

The acquisition will s^ificmtly enhance the Coast Guard’s ability to siqqioit the 
strategic objectives for Hcnneland Security, derived fiom the National Sti^^ for 
Homeland Security. The following is a summary of die DHS strategic goals, programs 
and program performance ^oals that will be directly supported by the HC-130H 
Conversions/Sustainment project: 

1) DHS Strate^c Goal: Continue to Protect our Nation firom Dangerous People 

• CG Program: Dn^ Interdiction 

CG Program Performance Goal; R^uce the flow of illegal drugs entering the 
U.S. via non-coimnetcial maritime shipping sources. 

• CG Program: Migrant Interdiction 

CG Program Perfomumce Goal: Eliminate the flow of undocumented migrants 
via maritime routes to the U.S. 

• CG Program: Other Law Enforcement 

CG Program Performance Goal: Reduce the number of illegal vessel incursions 
into the U.S. Exclusive Economic Zone. 

2) MIS Strategic Goal: Protect Critical Infrastructure 

• CG Program: Marine Environmental Protection 

CG Program Performance Goal: Eliminate oil spills and chemical discharge 
incidents. 

• CG Program: Living Marine Resources 

CG Program Performance Goal: Achieve sustained fisheri^ regulation 
compliance on our Nation’s Oceans. 

• CG Program: Ports Waterways and Coastal Security (PWCS) 

CG Program Performance Gral: Reduce hmneland seciuity risk in the maritime 
domain. 

• CG Program; Marine Safety 

CG Program Performance (^al: Eliminate maritime fritalities and injuries on our 
Naticm’s oceans and waterways. 

3) DHS Strategic Goal: Build a Nimble, Efiective Emergency Response System and 
Culture of Preparedness 

• CG Program: Defense Readiness 

CG Program Performance Goal: Support our national security and military 
strategies by ensuring assets ate at the high level of readiness required by the 
comtatant commander. 

■ CG Program: Search and Rescue 

CG Program Performance Goal: Save mariners in imminent danger on oiu 
Nation’s oceans and waterways. 
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SECTION B2: Mission Need 

The Coast Gtiaid is cunently opaating an aging fleet of 26 HC-130H maritime patrol 
aircraft, wifli obsolete avionics, and that lack the c^ability to effectively meet mai^ted 
missicm requirements. Upgrading flie avionics of 16 (plus 1 non-<q>er8tional prototype) of 
these aircraft will enable the Coast Guard to adifress maintenance and paforma^ 
requirements necessary to operate the HC-130H until 2027, to inclwte providing 
improved surveillance, detection, classification, identification, and prosecution (SDCIP) 
ca^ilities. These requirements include: r^lacing an aging and increasingly unreliable 
sur&ce search radar, addressing avionics technical obsolescoice and meeting 
international communications navigation surveillance / air txafiflc m^gemoit 
(CNS/ATM) standards; providing airfiame structural improvements to address flight 
safety and performance envelc^ concerns, and incorp^ting mission '^sterns that can 
provide full integration »id red time data & informaticm exchange wi& the Common 
Operational Picture (COP) in conjunction with the Integrated De^water S^ston (IDS). 
Extend^ tiie HC-130H aircraft usable life, reliability, and functionality will enable the 
C^ast Guard to successfully complete Congressionally mandated missions. 


SECTION B3: Project Description 

The HC-130H Conversions/Sustainment project is divided into two inoements. 
Increment 1 is fully funded witiiin the Coast Guard’s Capital Investment Plan (CIP) and 
is sub-^vided into five separate and distinct usable cap^ility Discrete Segments, each 
witii its own performance, schedule and cost baselines. Increment 2 includes one Discrete 
Segment, Rewire/Swvice Life Extension Program (SLEP) for which funding has not yet 
been idootified in the Coast Guard’s CIP. 

Increment 1, Discrete Segment 1, Surface Search Radar replacement (which began in 
FYOS) and Increment 1, Discrete Segment 2 Avionics I are both in progress. An updated 
analysis has been conducted to reevaluate the costs and benefits of improving the H- 
130H vosus buying more new C-130Js and missionizing them into HC-130Js. The 
results of that analysis are bein^ weired against HC-130H status as certain radar and 
avionics subsystems requi^ irrune^te attoition to address obsolescence, mission 
availabflity, flight safety, situational awareness and mission effectiveness issues. ITie 
SELJ^ Sea^^ray 7500E search radar was selected to replace the aging and very 
unreliable APS-137 sm&ce search radar. Increment 1, Disoete Segment 2, Avionics I is 
design^ to meet identified urgent requirements for flight safety, address conponait 
obsolescence concerns, airi to bring the HC-130H into conpliance with international 
CNS/ATM mandates airi standards. The following sections provide the top level 
overview and descriptions of the performance, schedule and cost parameters for both the 
five fimded Discrete Segments of Increment 1 and Increm^ 2. 

This APB addresses the requirement of the Coast Guard to recapitalize and modernize its 
aging fleet of HC-130H aircraft, while resolving imminent system and subsystem 
obsolescence. 
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SECTION C. TOP LEVEL PROJECT BASEUNE 


SECTION C.1: Ti^ Level Project Perfonnance 

The HC-130H Conversicms/S^taininent APB top level investment perfenaMce 
paramwtere wift ftie TOSt-9/n Deepwater ACTS and are the same as the l«y 
irarfiwnaiice fwameteis (KPPs) listed in the Deqwater APB. 

The following table provides the top level baseline KPPs for the overall HC-130H 
Convrasions/ Snstairanent project. Section D will display more refined, Kgment-level 
KPPs for diose s^n«te wiii dis«ete USCX3 progrm spoa»r-genmM leqnireBimto 
documents. Note that minimizing/preventtag reduction of flie eristing key HC-130H 
atataft flight capabilities (speed, range, etc) is an overarching recpiiiwnent for ail disoete 
segnmts. 


Top L evel K ey Perfo rman ce Parameters _ 





Low Altitude Patrol Speed 

(Knots)"’ 

235 



50.0 


Interoperability 

integration Of 
Mission System 
Shall Provide A 
User Interface In 
Accordance With 
The Common 
Operating 
&ivirtmmenl User 
Int^ace 
Specification & 
ShaU Provide 
Stif^icRFor 
Maid-Asset Unit 

CoordinMion . 




OperatMaiai AvsSabUity 

(Ao) 

Integration Of 
Mission System 
W0i Not Degrade 
Existing Overall 
Aiiotaft Systran 
Availabilty (0.71 ) 

0.85 




1 . B«ai on Crater fe Naval Ana^s Ind^iendent Deepwater Asset Aswrairat Tool (CIAAT) base&ie 
Asset Qsancteristics used to develop system Task Sequence (SDQP) ICPPs 
Z, In MetUom Sea State 

3. Based on a ^jedfied Hei^t of Eye, a medium size target, clear weather, and W% Probabilily of 
Detectirai 
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Top LmS Todmkal Perforoiasce Measurciseiit 

Segment-level Eteipi Reviews and Program Mai^ement reviews are being us«i to 
monitor technical peifoimance and arc reported in aasortoice vndi DHS periodic 
i^wrti^ requirements. 

SECTION CJ; Top Level Project Schedule 

Table 1 teRecK the baseline Schedule Parameters and defines die signifiGant top 
level objective sohetUe evente (segment start and se^mt completim) for fccrenmt 1 
(Ftmded) HC-130H CoBversion^ustainmKit project segments. Key ewnts (iaeshold 
and obj«5tive) for each Discrete Segment of the HC-130H Converaimis/SustaiiHnent 
project are rtofined within toe aj^irqptiate Discrete Segment seCtiem throu^out tois APB. 


Top Level Key Schedule Parameters (Table 1, Revised Table) 


St III 111 l.l . 

1*11 \SI : \ AUlOli*- 

■ -m. ■ 

15 \SI 1 IM 

r 7 >'o\ i:\n5i It 

, :iHM. 

lil \ IMON • 1 

(MIX 1 ’mis 


NOT SPECIFIED 

09/OS 

Oiscrete Segment 1 (Surfece Search Radar) 
Start 

Not specified 

09/05 

Discrete Segmemt 1 (Surface Search Radar) 
Last Article /F(X) 

IQFYIO 

IQFYIO 

Discrete Sesmrat 2 (Avkaiics I) Start 

1OFY09 

30FY09 

Discrete St^ment 2 (Avitmics I) Last Article / 
FOC 

FY12 

2QFY13 

Disnete Sesment 3 (Center Wina Box) Start 

Not Listed 

20FY09 

JMstaw S«*m^ 3 (Center Wmg Box) Last 
Article / FOC 

Not Listed 

2QFY17 

Discrete Seament 4 (Avionics 10 Stert 

Not Listed 

IQFYll 


Not Listed 



FYU 

lOFYll 


FY17 

4QFY17 


FYI7 

40FY17 


The Project Integrated Master Scl^dule (IMS) is being used to monitor scheme 
pertormmuie and is rqiorted in accordance w^ DHS periodic i^nitenwnts 


SECTION CJj Top Level Project Cost 

The HC-130H Convereiem/Sustainment APB top level cost ptoanates reflect cunmt 
cost [sojectiora for all Discrete Segments of the HC-ISOH Convmions/SustaiBiMt 
proj«a. Revision to toe 07 Novanber 2006 Bjseline is due to the oMitkai of toe 
Inraement 2 Rewir^LEP. These cost estiimtes are consistent with toe Capital 
Investment Plan associated with the F¥08 President’s BudgA 


6 
































508 


HC- 130H ConvOTions/Sustainniciit APB vl .0 


Ks C rail pEri'prtHiSzs Paraiati 


.MS5:Vi%:=SK£SEv35S3^_- 



OJST 

jlGivM 

itfivXir- 


O&SCOST 

$15,972M 


$2,076.4M 

UFE-CYCLECOST 

ESTIMATE 

$16,S82M 

$14,505.6M 

$2,1S6.4M 

QUANTITIES 

16^> 

1«^> 

16® 

mmK-UFE 

20 YEARS 

20 YEARS 

20 YEARS 


1. ToM AequisItiaiCosts forbodibicreiiient 1 ffiullncteiit«it2ue$69(^. Tbeincmseisdwto 
inmued mitst aMockted widi the structural in^mvements (Ina'anant 2, DiscrM Seurat 1, Rewire/ 
Service Life B)ctension Pro^ptam) required to be^ keep these agit^ aircraR in service for 20 yeas 
additeral s«vice life. Th«e cosk not capfoied in the origins! estiinate owfer focrenmt 1. 

2. QusatiteslKrwn reflect 16 aimaft that v^ be redeployed fo fee fleet for nonnal mission t^jen^oB. 
alter ingtrovemraits me made. Costs shows also intrude inqrioving an addidcnal aircrafi wife 
Avionics I iqrgtades, for use as a flying test bed for future improveinents, raflier than as m operational 
asset 


Earned Value Management (EVM) will be used to monitor cost perfontnancc on future 
woA not pwfonned under fixed price contracts (or by government agencies) aixi will be 
reported in accordmice wifii DHS periodic retorting requirements. The search radar 
contract was fixed price, dterefore no EVM was used For govramment agtmcies that do 
not have certified EVM systeii®, EVM-like woic, schedule and cost data will be obtained 
ar^ used to create alternate measurements that address EVM reportmg parantoters. 
These altenate pafomiance measurements will be reported in acconknce wifij DHS 
periorhc reporting requirements (QPR’s, MRR’s, etc.). 
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SECnON ,0: INCBEMEOT 1 DESCMPTION (FULLY FUNBED INCREMENT) 

Inctement t is sub-divided into five Discrete Segments and definra tbe cuaait HC-130H- 
Coavaaons/SustMnmefflt projKt as it is depicted widiin die Coast Guarf’s FY08 Capita! 
fiivestment Plan. The five Discrete Se^aits are further defined in die follovHng 
sections. 

SECTION D.l: Incranent 1, Discrete Segment 1 Capability Baseline (Surface 
search radar) 

SELEX Seaqway 7500E Sutfece Search Radar (replaces APS- 137) is used to detect, 
hack, and help cl^i^ and identify vessels and otoer objects/personnel cm the suifiice of 
water. Producticm (instailaticm and integration of production-built ractes into the HC- 
1 30H aircraft) began in March 2008. 

Section DJ.l: Discrete Segment 1 Performance (Surface Search Radar) 



1. Based cm CtAAT baseline Asset Characteristics used to devek^ system Task SequHice (SDCIP) KPPs 

2. In Medium Sea State 

3. Based on a specified Height of Eye, a medium size target, dear ixeajher, and 90% Probability of 
Detection 

4. Directly applicable KPP fimn Top Level IDS KPPs 


Discrete Segment 1 Technical Performance Measurement (Surface Search Radar) 

During Production & Deployment, program management status meetings, production 
facility certification, regular on site insp^ticms and acc^tance testing are being used to 
verify tedmical p^ormance and qualify (during development, dmign reviews md 
system testing were also used). The result of these measurement m^ods are retorted 
in acccatknce with DHS perio^c reporting requirements. 

Section D.1.2: Discrete Segment 1 Schedule (Surface Search Radar) 


Dtecrete S^ment 1 Key Schedule Parameters (Surface Search Radar) 


INCmMENTl 
DJSCmTE SEGMENT 1 

R4BAS 

Dcsi^ Start 


CD&D 


CD&D 

llAIS 


ProdaeSoa 

urn 


■'1m 


ProdaOkm 
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1 M \M)){ ruoii ( 1 

I 1 M M 

It VSI I INF 

1 iiuiMioi.i) oiMi ( ri\ 1 

KI \ 

i ilUi NilOl i> (t 

lUi < il\ i 1 

D^gn 


mm 

08d36 


First Article/ 

Ddivered 

3QFy07 

IQFY07 

02/07 



4QFY07 

2QFY07 

07/07 



1QFY08 

3QFY07 

03m 


Production Kealiosss Review : 

Not listed 

Not 

03/08 


■MW 

Not Listed 

Not Listed 

03/08 


Fun C^jBUtionid Capability 
(FOC) 

3QFY10 

IQFYIO 

3QFYiG 

IQFYlO 


Schedule Perfermanee Measurement 


Integrated Master Sdiedule (IMS) is being used to monitDr schedule performance. 


S^on D.U: Discrete Segment 1 Cost (Surface Search Radar) 



ACQUISITION 

^ NOT 

SPECIFIED 

NOT 

SPECIFIH) 

$53M'” 

$49M“> 

QUANXraES 

NOT 

SPEaFIED 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

16 

16 


I. Po{ti(mofbaseUne IDS APB SSIOMapplkable to Discrete Segment 1. AH figtnes Toanded to the 


nearest whole number. 


Cost Performance Measurement (Surface Search Radar) 

HC-130H Sur&ce Search Radar Discrete Segment achieved planned cost parameters, 
primarily via use of fixed price contract. 


SECTION D .2: Increment 1, Discrete Segment 2 Capability Baseline (Avionics Q 

Provides updated avionics to address key obsolescence issues and enable HC-130H 
conqjUance wifii intetnafioaal requirements (effective 2009) for Communications 
Navi^tion SurveillatKe / Air TrafiSc Management (CNS/ATM). 

Section DXl: Discrete Segment 2 Performance (Avionics D 

The following specific representative KPP applies directly to Discrete Segment 2 
(Avionics I): 
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Dterete Scranmt 2 Key Performance Parametw CAytonlra 1 


K! ^ 

pl-Ri'OHM 
I* \H \\\\- i t H 

(Km 


CNS/ATM 

CMfication 


Ur \ lN}nN '5 


i tiRr suoi 1) OR IK ns i 


Not Sp^aifled Not Specified 


I }IRPSIK>I;P 


provide cotipit 
digital aod 

<^lay§ to 
aircraft to file aid 
GPSbs^ 
proc^ures using PPS 
GPS depstfture 
to N«irPFedsk>Q 


ntni t ii\! 


tin dull 
jmmde digU 
{wxtmtg md displi^ 
to onm tbe ateraf) 
lias ifpiEVriate 
flmctionali^ for icceas 
todvilaiispaceto 
inetadeADS-B 
(ttansnat md receive) 


Aj^miach ininmaitM. 

Additional segment-pecuto KPPs may be viewed in the Avionics Upgrade I Draft ORD 
(updated March 2(M)8). 


Technical Performance Measurement (Avionics I) 

During upgrade Capability Development & Demonstration, design, production, and 
logistics reviews and analyse and develt^imental/openUional Test & Evaluation (T&E) 
shall be used to monitor teclmical perfoimance and quality. The results of the% reviews 
and analyses and tests are to be reported in accordance with DHS periodic retorting 
requirements. 

SECTION D J.2: DISCRETE SEGMENT 2 SCHEDULE (AVIONICS D 


Original testing and production conqiletion dates have been adjusted to reflect more 
refined develojanent estimates from NAVAIR, the Systems Integrator. 

Discrete Segment 2 Key Schedule Parameters (Avionics I) 


\l A.IOK |■K().II < I 


1 \ 1 M 

, 1 lIULSItOl It 

oiui't.iis t. ; I! 

ill^MlOl t) ( 

mw ( 1 r 

INCREMENT! 

DISCRETE SEGMENT 2 



Avwmcsi 

CDAD 

CDAD 

CD&D 

OiAD 

Deign . 

3QFY09 

1QFY09 

3QFY09 

IQFYffiJ 

Dei^End^^ 

IQFYIO 

3QFY09 

IQFYIO 

3QFY09 

First Articie' ftoR^ype Delivered 

2QFY10 

4QFY09 

4QFY10 

2QFYI0 

Initia! C^T^fionai Test & 
Evahiaticsi 0OT&E) Start 


FYIO 

2QFY!1 

4<^I0 

lOT&E End 

FYIO 

4QFYn 

2QFYn 

Milestone 3 l^icw 
(Production Decision) 

Not Listed 

Not Listed 

iQFyn 

3QFYn 

aoc) 

FYiO 

4QFYI2 

2QFYI2 

Full Operational Capability 
(FOQ 

FY12 

4QFY13 

2QFYI3 
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! . Design Stitt is entsidei^ eqnivsta to s combined System Requimnott Renew / S^tem Ftatcteu! 
Review (SRROTl) 

1 . For pmptaM of Us* doeumait, “Design End” is considered eqahraient to a condsised ^ratem CriticaJ 
Dei®B Rewiew ! First Test Aitick (aia ftwto^pe) producticm reedinest review 

Scfaednle Pafonnance Meastirament (Avionics 1) 

An Bitegnited Master Schedule QMS) will be used to monitor schedule perfonnance and 
will be reputed in accoidMice with DHS periodic repotting requiremente. 

Section D J Discrete Segment 2 Cost (Avionics I) 



2 Quantitira shown reflect 1 6 aircraRduit will be redeployed to the iteet for nomul mission otkrations, 
after irnprovements ate made. Costs shown also inchide in^roving anodier aircraft widi avicoics phase I 
q^rades, for use as a flying test bed (prototype) ftrr future is^rovements, rather than as an operational 

asset. 


Discrete Segment 2 Cost Perfonnance Mesunrements (Avionics 1) 

NAVAIR, the Systems Integrator for this project, does not have a c^fied EVM Systran. 
They will provide EVM-lilm pra-foimance, sue^e and cost data to the USCO Prpject 
Manager which will be used to create alternate measurranents diat address EVM 
lepoimg paiameteis. These altemate performance measurement will be reported in 
accortoice wifli DHS pwiodic reporting requirements. 


SECTION DJ: Increment 1, Discrete Segment 3 CapaUUty Baseline (Center Wing 
Bos) 

Provides for die replacranent and or refurbishment of die aircraft center wing box in order 
to address airoaft safety concerns and continue operating the HC-130H until 2027. 

Section D.3.1: Discrete Segment 3 Performance (Center Wing Box) 

Tliis Discrete Segment adds no new ci^pability. Top Level KPPs addressed in section 
C.l. address die perfonnmice requirements for this discrete segment 

Technical Prarformance Measnr^ent (Center Wing Bos) 

Once the project foraally enters Capability Development & Dranonstration flien 
installation & mtegratioi teiga reviews and program mana^meiit reviews, combined 
with rqiresmtativB ground and fli^t tests, will be used to tncaiitor technical prformance 
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and quality. The rraulte of ftese measurements will tqjotted in accordance with DHS 

periodic i^Kating requirenMats. 


Section D3.2: Discrete S^ment 3 Seh^ule (Center Wing Box) 

The following chart provides die key sdiedule milestones for the Center Wing Box 
inqiroveinents: 


Discrete Segment 3 Key Schedule Parameters (Center Wing Box) 


M \.U)U I’ROJf ( ! 


Ul \ |v.H)N 


\ \ IN I 

1 ilKi:^<sil(>l I) 

( >11.11 ( 1 IM 

1 MUi NiiOi D 

(W:il 'MM 

CENTES mmsox 

CTiD 

CTAD 

CTAD 

CBA0" 

D^ign Start 

Not Listed 

NotListel 

2QFY11 

2QFY09 

Design Bad™ , 

Nca Listed 

Not Listed 

3QFYn 

3QFYW 

Firet Article/ Prototype 
I^vmed > 

Nkrt Listed 

Not listed 

3QFY12 

IQFYIO 

Ini^ Operaticm^ Test 
& Evahiatkm lOT&E 

St^ 

Not Listed 

Not Listed 

2QFV'13 

2QFYI0 

lOT&EM®/ Initial 

goq™ 

Not listed 

Not Listed 

3QFY13/ 

1QFY14 

2QFY10 

/4QFSdO 

Full Operational 
Capability (FOQ 

Not Listed 

NotLified 

4QFYI7 

2QFY17 


1 . Design Start is c<AsideTed equivatent to a c<»nbmed System R^uireo^Us Review / Syst^ Funcrtcoal 
Review (SRR^R), for rtus sejsmeiU it refers to ins^latioR and inti^aticm ; Milestone 2 precedes 
D^gn Start (In this ^ort, same quar^ ). 

2. For pmposes of this documrat, 2 ji &* is ccnuidered equivalent to a combined system Critical 

Design Review / First T<^ Artide (aka I^ototype) ]nodQCti<XL nmdmess review 

3. Fortois ellbit, Milestone 3 occurs shordy ai^ lOTdtE End (in feis case, 8an» quarter) 

4. Objedive schedule is upon intont to accehnate if feasibk to nx»e quickly address rtrudural 

integrity and flight restriction iraues- CWB technology mtiua% ccm&matirm is in |m>gress. 

5. In tills effort, IOC reflect dehveiy of toe first producticat CWB m^mved aircraft 


Discrete Segment 3 Schedule Performance Measurement (Center Wii^ Box) 

Once the project fonnally enters C^>ability Development and Demonstration phase, an 
fotegrat^ Master Schedule IMS will be created to monitor schedule perfornuu»x and 
will be rafted in accordance witoi DHS periodic rq>ortmg requirements. 
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3 Key Cost Perform«ace Parameters (Center Wtag Box) 


Section D33: Discrete Segment 3 Cost (Center Wing Box) 
Dlicretej 



Nottisrt 




QUANTTHES 

llllllllll^^ 

NotLi^d 

16 

16 


1. PoitiOB ofbaseline IDS APB S610M applicable to Disctele Segtnent 3. All fibres mmded M> flic 

neaiot whole ntunber 


Cost F«4iorniance Measurements (Center Wing Box) 


Earned Value management (EVM) will be used to monitor cost perfotmaace on fiituie 
wsMk not paformed under fixed price contracts (or by government agencies) and wdB be 
reported m accordarwe with DHS periodic rqKwttng requirements. For government 
agencies flat do not have cotified EVM ^sterns, EvM-like performance, schrfule and 
cost data will be rdttained and itsed to create altercate measurements that address EVM 
retorting parameters. 


SECTION D.4: Increment 1, Discrete Segment 4 CapabOity Baseline (Avionics II) 

Completes r^lacement of legacy avionics to solve remaining obsolescence issues, and 
adds capabilities to itrprove situational awareness and inprove codqnt di^lays usability. 


Section 0.4.1: Discrete Segment 4 Performance (Avionics II) 



Discrete Segment 4 Technical Performance Measurement (Avionics H) 

Once foe project eaters Capability Developntont & Demonstration, foen Design, 
Prodnctimr and Logistics reviews. Program Management reviews, and 
developmental/operatioi!^ testing will used to monforr technical performance and 
quality. Tbe lesiuts of foese reviews and analyses and tests will be reported in accontece 
wifo DHS periodic reporting requirements. 

Section D.4.2: Discrete Segment 4 Scbeduie (Avionics II) 
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Discrete Sepnent 4 Key Schedule Param^ers (Avionics II) 


1 


AVIONICS n 

CAW 

CAW 

CAW 

CAW 

Derign 

Not filled 

NotUstod 

3QFY11 

IQFYIl 


Not Listed 

Not Listed 

2QFyi2 

4QFY1I 

First Article/ Prototype 
Delivered 

NotListod 

Not Listed 

2QFY13 

4QFY12 

kitial C^ratioDal Test 
& Evaluation lOT&E 

Not listed 

Not Listed 

4QFY13 

2QFY13 

lOT&EEadW /Maal 
Operational Capability 
(IOC) 

NotUstod 

Not Listed 

1QFY14 

/1QFYI5 

3QFY13 

/3QFyi4 

Full Opeiaticmal Capability 
(FOQ 

Listed 

Not Listed 

2QFY18 

4QFYI7 


1. C^si^ start is equivalent to a combined System Requiremoits Review /S^teml^BKtional 

Review (SlUl^FR) ; Mil^tooe 2 precede Des^ Shut (m this quarter prior). 

2. For p^pos^ of this doeun^t.Derign End** is ctmsidered equivalent to a combiaed system Critic 

Review / First Test Arrick (aka Proto^je) peoducrion re^iiness review 

3. For &is effort, Milestc»» 3 occurs ^tor^ a^ lOT&E Eiid (m this case, saim quarter) 


Di^rete Segment 4 Scbedale Performance Measurement (Avionics U) 

Upon entry into Capability Development and Demonstration phase, an intc^ted master 
schedule will be created and used to rntmitor schedule performance and is r^xmed in 
accordance with DHS periodic reporting requirements. 

Section D.4^: Discrete Segment 4 Cost (Avionics II) 



Discrete Segment 4 Key Cost Performance Parameters (AvioDics 11] 


$157M^’> 


NOT 

SI^IFDBD 


$i45hf*> 


ACQUISITION 


QUANTITIES 


t.!h3ffaofluii^^ikeI£^APBi^lOM^}icabletoDisc»teSegn^t4. AU fibres roiuxkd to ^ 
nearest vdsile mmito'. 
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Cost Performance Measorementi (Avionics tl) 

Once the s^ment enters Capability Development & Demonstration phase. Earned Value 
Management (EVM) will be used to monitor cost p»feBnai« on future woik not 
perftnited imda- fixed price contacts (or by government ^ncies) and wifi be re^Hted 
in accordance with DHS pmodic trotting lequiremrats. Fdr ^veimnent a^tcies fimt 
do not have certified EVM systems, EVM-lfice performance, stiedule and cost data will 

be obteined and used to create alternate measurements that address EVM repwting 

parameters. 

SECTION D.S: Increment 1, Dberete Segment 5 Capability Basdine 
(Missioirirration) 

MWonizdIon will incotporaw a two person mission system station on the flight deck 
similar in dragn and fimcfion to the current mission system on the HC-130J. This 
mission system would replace the current Navigator and R^o Operator stations. 

Sectioa D5.i: Dbcrete Segment 5 Pmformance (Missionlzallon) 


mswete S^ment 5 i&y Performance Parameters (IVfissioniitetion) 
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Discrete Segment 5 Technical Performance Measurement (Mtesionlzation) 

Once the project enters Curability Development & Demonstratian, then Design, 
Production and Logistics reviews, ^gram Management reviews, and developmental/ 
operational testing will be used to monitor technical performance and qutdity. The results 
of these reviews and analyses and tests will be reported in accordance wito DHS periodic 
reporting requirements. 


Sectton D,5.2: Discrete Segment 5 Schednle (Mlssionization) 


Discrete Segment 5 Key Schedule Parameters (MIssionizatton) 
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2QFn3 

4QFy!2 

Soitial Test & 

Evahi^OD lOT&E Start 

FY12 

4<gnfi3 

2QFY13 
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KASKI IM 
Sfioi |> OIUIXMM. MikI ' 




!OT&E End '"/Initial 
Op CTatioiial Capability CIOC) 
Full OpeiBtitmal Capability 
<FOC) 


FY13 

FY17 


1QFY14 

/1^15 

2QFY18 


3QFY13 

aQFY14 

4<3Fyi7 


1 . Oeaign Start is considered equivalent to a combined System Requirements Review / System Functional 
Review (SRR/SFR) ; Milestone 2 precedes Design Start (in this effort, die quarter prior). 

2. For purposes of tUs document, “Design End” is consi^red equivalent to a combined system Critical 
Design Review / First Test Article (aka Prototype) production readiness review 

3. For this effort. Milestone 3 occurs shortly after lOT&E End (in this case, same quarter) 


Discrete Segment 5 Schedule Performance Measurement (MISSIONIZATION) 

Upon entry into Capability Development and Demonstration phase, an integrated master 
schedule will be created and used to monitor schedule performance and is reported in 
accordance with DHS periodic reporting requirements. 

Section D.S.3: Discrete Segment 5 Cost (Missioolzatlon) 
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1. PariMi ffilbiaiieEtiiicinS APB ffiliis *PBiki4ihtelllsjirt*®fpnftSi fcai fl-fares rtmta! to the 
nearest whole ftumber 


Discrete Segment S Cost Performance Measurements (Missionizatlon) 

Once the segment enters Capability Development & Demonstration phase. Earned Value 
Management (EVM) will be used to monitor cost performance on future work not 
performed under fixed price contracts (or by government agencies) and will be r^xarted 
in accordance with DHS periodic reporting requirements. For govenunent agencies that 
do not have certified EVM systems, EVM-like performance, schedule and cost data will 
be obtained and used to create alternate measurements that address EVM repruting 
parameters. 

SECTION E: INCREMENT 2 DESCRIPTION (UN-FUNDED) 

Increment 2 has one unfunded Discrete Segment — Rewire and Service Life Extension 
Program (Rewire/SLEP). This unfunded segment ($80M) involves a comprehensive 
repUcement of aging aircraft wiring and fotig^ aircraft stmetures. These efforts are 
necessary in order to continuing operating the aircraft until 2027. 
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SECTION E.1: Bberete S^ent 1 CapaUUty BaseUne (Re^^^LEP) 

Section E.1.1: Discrete Segment 1 Performance (Re'tdre^LEF) 

Hiis segment will not prowde my new capabilities, only ejctends tbe life for key aiicmfl 
conptnents. 

Discrete Segment 1 Technical Perfonnance Measurement (Rewire^LEP) 

Installation and integwtion reviews and management reviews will be used to iiMinitor 
perfijnMice, after dm segment oiteis C^bility Development & Demoiwtadion phase. 

Se^ten E.1.2: Discrete Segment 1 Schedule (Rewire^LEP) 

If lundii^ is provited, die schedule for lewire/SLEP will be identical to that for Center 
Wing Bmc, b^use these segments ^oold be cmnpleted simultaneously. 

Discrete Sepaent 1 Schedule Performance Measurement (Rewlre/SLEP) 

An IMS will be created when this segment enters CD&D. 

Section E.1.3; Discrete Segment 1 Cost (RewirefSLEP) 



Discrete Segment 1 Ctmt Performance Measurements (Rewire^LEP) 

Once die s^meit enters Capability Development & Demonstration phase, Ernned Value 
Management (EVM) will be used to monitor cost performance on ftiture work not 
performed un^ fixed price contracts (or by pvemment agencies) and wiU be r^Kxted 
m MCordance with OTS poiodic reporting requirements. For govemment agramies that 
do not have certified EVM systems, EVM-like performance, schedule ami cost data will 
be obtained and used to create alternate measurements that aiforsss EVM rqifflrting 
paiametas. 
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U.S. l>epiirim«at ^ Hotn«Iaml $e«utiiy 
Wishingt^ DC 20S2S 


Homeland 

Security 


ACQUISITION DECISION MEMORANDUM 


MEMORANDUM FOR: Vivien S. Crea VADM 

Vice Commandant USCGn ^ n 

FROM: Elaine C. Duke ^ ^ 

Under Secretary for Mxaa^ea^t 

SUBJECT: HC-1 30J Fleet Introduction Acquisition Program 

Baseline 

REFERENCE; Dq>artment of Homeland Security Acquisition Program Baseline 

Guidance 

The attached Acquisition Program Baseline (APB) {Version 1 .0) for the HC-1 3(JJ Fleet Introduction 
Program has been reviewed and approved. The APB serves as Ihe documented program of record for 
die HC-1 30J Fleet Introduction, aqd the program is approved to execute in accordance with the cost 
schedule and performance baselines established in the APB. 

In parallel with HC-130J Fleef Introduction execution, the following actions are to be completed 
within six months of the date of this monorandum; 

• Submit an updated Life Cycle Cost Estimate (LCCE) and supporting documentation to James 
Manzo, Director, Cost Analysis Division in the Office of the Chief Procurement Officer 
(OCPO) for review. Coordinate with the OCPO CAD to update the HC-1 30J LCCE in ordCT to 
aisure consistency and conformance wifo foe requirements of the Department of Homeland 
Security (DHS) Directive 102-01. 

■ Submit a Test and Evaluation Master Plan (TEMP) to George Ryan, Director Operational Test 
and Evaluation (DOT&E) for approval. Coordinate wifo DHS DOT&E to update the HC-130J 
in order to ensure consistency and conformance wiforequiremraits of DHS Directive 102-01. 

• Submit an Integrated Logistic Support Plan (ILSP) for review to John Higbee, Director, 
Acquisition Program Managonent Division (APMD). Coordinate with OCPO APMD to 
update foe HC-1 30J ILSP in order to ensure consistency and conformance with foe 
requiremaits of DHS Directive 102-01. 

If you have any questions, please contact Page Glennie at (202) 447-5492. 


Attachment 
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cc: 

Swetacy for Policy 
DHS C3arfFiiffliicid CMficer 
BBS Oiief Itocuranent Officer 
DfiB Qacf Inimn^km Officer 
DHS S&T 
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U.S. Dapwtmsnt of 
Homaland Sscuri^ 

United States 
Coast Guard 



Commandant 

Ur^ted Stat@ Coast Guard 


2100 Second St^ S.W. 
WasWngton. IX ^^3-0(»1 
Staff Symbd:CG-%4 
Phone: (^2) 47541 50 
Fax: f2(S} 475-^1 6 
Emw: PfiAeNrJ.Boyd@uscg.fiHI 
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MEMORANDUM DEC 1 1 2008 

From: V. S. CREA, VADM Rqrlyto CG-924 

Vice Commandant Attn of: P. Boyd 

To: E. C. DUKE 

DBS, Under Secretary for Management 
Thm: J, HIGBEE 

DBS, Acquisition Program Management Division 

Subj: BC-130J FLEET INTRODUCTION PROJECT ACQUISITION PROGRAM 
BASELINE (APB) REVISION 

Ref: (a) DBS Acquisition Program Baseline Guidance, 3 1 March 2008 

1. In accordance with reference (a), I am submitting the revised BC-130J Project APB for your 
review and approval. 

# 

Enclosure: (1)BC-130J APB 
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Endorsed by: 
Endorsed by: 


Chief Acquisiticm (OG-9) 



USCO Agency Acquisiti<Hi Executive 


Dsste 



Dete 


MAY 2 2 » 


Aopiisition Memo Approval Received: 


Date 
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HC- 1 30J Fleet Introduction Acquisition Program Baseline v 1 .0 


Revision Summaiy 






Baseline 

Integrated Deepwater System (IDS) APB 
Version I . I approved by the Coast Guard 
Agency Acquisition Executive 07 Nov 2006 
and Af^noved by Department of Homeland 
Security (DHS) Investment Review Board 
(IRB) on 1 5 May 2007. This APB 
considers the date approved by the Coast 
Guard’s Acquisition Executive as the 
baseline date. 

7 November 2006 

1.0 

Department guidance for preparation of the 
FYlO-14 Resource Allocation Plan (RAP) 
directed preparation of discrete Acquisition 
Program Baselines (APB) for each major 

IDS atxiuisition project. This APB 
documents the stan^one C-130J Fleet 
Introduction program baseline. 

1 S September 2008 


Note: Subsequent to the sutoiission of Version 1 .0 of this Acquisition Program Baseline, 
tteFY-09 budget was passed. It included $13.25 Min funding forme missionization 
of aircraft 5-6, which truces the unfunded requirement to $10.45 M. 
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SECTION A. REVISION SUMMARY -VERSION 1.0 

The United States Coast Guard Integrated Deepwater System (IDS) Acquisition Program 
Baseline (APB) was approved by the DHS Investment Review Bo^ (IRB) on IS May 2007. 
Department of Homeland Security ^HS) Guidance for the FYI0-I4 Resource Allocation Plan 
(RAP) direct^ individual APBs for each project. This discrete HC-130J Fleet IntroductitHi 
APB: 

a. Aligns with the post 9/1 1 Integrated Deepwater System Mission Need Statement (MNS) (and 
its supporting performance gap analysis) and updkes to the Deepwater Implementation plan; 
and 

b. Reflects revised cost and schedule projections for HC- 1301 Fleet Introduction project. 

The purpose of this HC-130J Fleet Introduction APB is to provide a standalone consolidated 
baseline for managing the HC-130I Fleet Introduction project. The following changes ate 
incorporated into this APB submission: 

a. Sub-divides the overall project by Increment. 

b. Addition of Key Cost, Schedule, and Performance Parameters by Increment. 

c. Schedule Performance Parameters: Changes to key milestones due to schedule slippage and 
separation of schedule parameters by Increment 

d. Cost Performance Parameters: Alignment of cost to reflect changes in the cost of aircraft 
missionization (system design, develojnnent, test and installation), acklitional logistics 
support, SIPRNCT certification and the addition of crash worthy seats. 


A-1 
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B: HC-130J Fleet Introduction Program Overview 
B.1: Strategic Goab 

The acquisition will significantly enhance the USCG’s ability to support the strategic obj^tives 
for homeland security, derived fiom the National Strategy for Hon»land Security. The 
following is a summary of the DHS strate^c goals, programs and program performance goals 
that will be directly supported by the HC-130J Fleet Introduction project: 

1) DHS Strate^ Goal: Continue to Protect our Nation fiom Dangerous People 

• Coast Guard Program: Drug Interdiction Program Poformance Goal: Reduce the flow 
of illegal drugs entering the U.S. via non-commercial maritime shipping sources. 

• Coast Guard Program: Migrant Interdiction Program Petfcamance Goal: Elitninate the 
flow of undocumented migrants via maritime routes to the U.S. 

• Coast Guard Program: Other Law Enforcement Program Performance Goal: Reduce the 
number of illegal vessel incursions into the U.S. Exclusive Economic Zone. 

2) DHS Strategic Goal: Protect Critical Infrastructure 

• Coast Guard Program: Marine Environmental Protection Program Performance Goal: 
Eliminate oil spills and chemical discharge incidents. 

• Coast Guard Program: Living Marine Resources Program Performance Goal: Achieve 
sustained fisheries regulation compliance on our Nation’s Oceans. 

• Coast Guard Program: Ports Waterways and Coastal Security (PWCS) Program 
Performance Goal: Reduce homeland security risk in the maritime domain. 

• Coast Guard Program: Marine Safety Program Performance Goal: Eliminate maritime 
fatalities and injuries on our Nation’s oceans and waterways. 

3) DHS Strategic Goal: Build a Nimble, Effective Emergency Response System and Culture 

of Preparedness 

• Coast Guard Program: Defense Readiness Program Performance Goal: Support our 
national security and military strategies by ensuring assets are at the high level of 
readiness requirnl by the combatant commander. 

• Coast Guard Program: Search and Rescue Program Performance Goal: Save mariners in 
imminent danger on our Nation’s oceans and waterways. 

B,2: MlsshMiNeed 

Critical USCG missions require an integrated system of Command, Control, Communications, 
Computers, Intelligence, Surveillance, and Recoimaissance (C4ISR), to maximize operational 
effectiveness. The USCG air asset mission systems currently used to perform extended 
reconnaissance are obsolete. Installing an improved mission systems suite establishes the ability 
to achieve mission success as it provides coordinated tactics, integrated intelli^nce, multi- 
agency interoperability and common situational awareness necessary to fulfill the missions with 


B-I 
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the currently planned force mix and is essential to achieving mission success in the fourteen 
Congressionally-mandated missions. 

BJ: Prog^iwn Description 

The HC-130J Fleet Introduction proj«:t will install mission systems on six previously purchased 
baseline C-130J aircraft that were delivered to the Coast Guard in 2003 and have been 
augmenting the HC-130H fleet by providing airlift support. The rruxlification to the baseline 
aircraft will cteliver a missionized version that would meet expanded USCG mission 
requirements. Tbe scope of the project includes missionization and mission support. 

Missionization includes the non-recurring engineering (NRE) for mission system and supporting 
systems design; as well as the procurement, delivery, installation, integration and testing of the 
necessary mission equipment to meet missioniKd HC-13QJ system performance requirements. 
Mission equipment includes a belly-moimted 360 degree Field of View (FOV) surface search 
radar and Electro Optical Infra Red (EO/IR) sensors, communication subsystems, mission 
controlling and integrating subsystems and mission operator interfaces. The missionization will 
allow the HC-130J to perform surveillance, detection, classification, irtetification, and 
prosecution (SDCIP) of targets of interest. 

Mission support addresses integrated logistics support, including development and delivery of 
mission equipment operating and mainterumce training, technical manuals, associated spares and 
support equiprtKnt, the engineering technical data package, and management of mission 
equiprrKnt warranty provisions. 

The {Hoject is also responsible for program management, procurement of equipment, system 
design and integration, software development, equipment deliveries and installation, and system 
test. Additionally, the project is responsible frar initial logistics support. 

The previous Coast Guard IDS APB was approved by the DHS IRB on 1 5 May 2007. However, 
department guidance for preparation of the FYIO-14 RAP directed preparation of discrete APBs 
for each major acquisition project that: 

1) Aligns with the post-9/1 1 Deepwater Mission Needs Statement (MNS) (and its supporting 
performance gap analysis) and latest update to the Deepwater Implementation plan. 

2) Reflect revi^ cost and schedule projections for the missionization of the HC-130J aircraft, 
including: completion of testing and incorporation of the mission systems in aircraft 1-3, 
incorporation of the mission systems in aircraft 4-6, inclusion of Secret Internet Protocol 
Routing Network (SIPRNET) and crash worthy seats, and initial provisioning of aircraft 
spares. 

3) Reflects revised cost and schedule projections for HC-130J Fleet Introduction of the 
missionized aircraft. 

4) Incorporates sponsor-driven Key Performance Parameters (KPPs) to accurately reflect 
current program timelines and objectives 

The purpose of this HC-130J Fleet Introduction APB is to update the baseline information from 
the prior IDS APB and provide a standalone APB documenting the program baseline for the HC- 
1301 Fleet Introduction. The following program changes are incorporated into this APB 
submission: 
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1) Due to funding considerations, the overall HC-130J Fleet Introduction Program baseline 
encompasses two Increments: 

• Increment 1 provides for missionization, test, government furnished equipment 
integration and limited logistics support for missionized aircraft 1-4, and system 
design/development and missionization equipment for six aircraft. 

• Increment 2 provides for missionization, test, and government furnished equipment 
integration for aircraft 5-6, and SIPRNET certification, installation of crash worthy seats 
and restoration/adthtion of logistics support for all six aircraft. 

2) Performance Parameters: The HC-130J Fleet Introduction performance parameters align 
with the post-9/11 Deepwater MNS and are the same as the KPPs listed in the HC-130J 
Operational Requirements Document (ORD). 

3) Schedule Performance Parameters: Development and Trial Kit Installation, and testing 
efforts required greater resources and time than anticipated for production and delivery of 
missioniz^ aircraft 1-3. That schedule change along with subsequent funding challenges 
delayed the start and subsequent production of missionized aircraft 4-6. 

4) Cost Performance Parameters: Cost performance parameters have been updated to reflect 
changes in the cost of aircraft missionization (system design, development, test and 
installation), additional logistics support, SIGNET certification and the addition of crash 
worthy seats. 

B.4: References 

This section identifies the relevant source documents used to establish the project baseline in the 
APB. 




Mission Need Statement, 
Deepwater, Apr 05 




Life Cycle Cost Estimate, 
Deepwater APB, May 07 


Integrated Master Schedule, 
Deepwater APB, May 07 


Operational Requirements 
Document, Dec 2003 


Alternatives Analysis, 
Deepwater, Mar 99 


Program Office Life Cycle 
Cost Estimate 30 June 2008 
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C: Overall HC-130J Fleet Introduction Prograni Basdine 

The missionization of six C-130J aircraft will allow the HC-130J to perform surveillance, 
detection, classification, identification, and prosecution (SDCIP) of targets of interest. Assigning 
the C-130I missionization to the IDS Program, and aligning it with the MPA solution, ensures 
interoperability of mission essential equipment with the IDS. 

The overall HC-130J Fleet Introduction Program baseline consists of the combined performance, 
schedule, and cost parameters described in Increnrents I and 2. 

C.1: HC-130J Fleet Introduction Performance 

The HC-130J Fleet Introduction performance parameters align with the post-9/11 Deepwater 
MNS and are the same is the KPPs listed in the HC-130I Operational Requirements Document 
(ORD). TTie threshold is the minimum value necessary to provide an operational capability that 
will satisfy the requirement The objective is a value beyond the threshold that (uovides a 
performance capability above the threshold that may be attainable within tte costs identified in 
the HC-130J Fleet Introduaion APB, If there is no olqective then the threshold and objective 
values are the same. This table integrates the limited KPPs provided in the previously-approved 
APB with those established in the ORD. 


Key Performance Parameters 


KIvY 

jm:riormanci: 

!*.\R.\Mi:ri:R 

»AS!:iJN1^7\qVii6 ! 

f imi.siioLD o^ii-trtx k 

RKMSION#! !.SSLrriW _ 

' iimisHOKi) oij.imivi, 

mszW. i 


245 

Deleted 

LowAltitudt 

PatrcM Speed 
(Knots) 

245 

Deleted 

Detection Rar^ 
(NM) 

50.0 

50.0 at SOOOft altitude, forves8ets15ft<x<50 ft, hi 
Sea State 3, with 90% Probablfity of Detection (PoD) 
on one pass-representettve \«ssel is a 30 ft WeHoraft 
Scarab with tiberglass hid, cwiter console, amt twhi 
200+ Horse Power Outboard Engines 

hilwopwsbBity 

Integration of mission syatem shall provide a 
user interface in accordance with the Common 
Operating Environm«it User Interface 
spedfication & shaH provide support for mutU' 
asset urM coorcflnetiion. 

Deleted 

CHMitrtioraii 

Avaltel>Hity<Ae) 

0,71 0.80 

No change 
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' KKY 

1*1 R1 OHM WC! 
l'\U\MLIl H 
(Kl*l») , 

K\SI I IM- OTNin IW» 1 

itlM«sl()\ I is^l 

;i*T (IS 

OHII-t IIVK 

riiKKsnoij) 

OBJIJCriVK ' 

niKlSIlOl.!) i 

Coast Guard 
^rgo Transport 
and DaItvary 

Not^radfied 


The HCM30J must have at least 
the same payload and airdrop 
capacity as the HC-1 30H and 
shall be to bansport: 

- MH-65 {law Maintenanra 
Procedure Card 07000.0) 

- ^emdard National Strike Force 
equipment arvJ personnel 
deployment load out 

• Standard Marine Safety & 

Security Team equI^vnOTt and 
personnel deployment load cMJt 

• Veesel of Op^vtuntty 
Skimming S^tem equipment 
load (Hit 

- 66 Ground 

Troops or 58 
paratroops and 
eqitipment 
• 66 patiOTts In 
liners 

biduranea 

Not Specified 


The HC-13(W unwhieted 
endurance shall allow a transit to 
a Commence Search Pobit of 1 .5 
his at Right Level 260 <26.000 ft) 
on scene enduran^ of B.O hmjrs 
and retiim to base with a 45 min 
fuel reserve. 


Navigation 

Not Specified 


The aircraft shall be cap£4>ie of 
woridwide rrtifltary and civil 
operations in support of 
all proposed Coast Guard msslon 
areas. To meet this requirement 
the aircraft must corr 4 >ly with 
Required Nav^ational Precision 
and Reckjced Vertical Separation 
Wnimums standards, which 
includes, but is not limited to. a 
fl^ht mana^ment system, 
displays, Inlarfaces. controls, 
steering and procedural functions, 
and alerting. 


Aireraft Launch 

Not Specified 


The HC-130J shall be able of 
being airborne in 30 minutes or 
less for SAR or Law Enforcement 
Missions 


CommunlaQona 
w/Coast Guard C2 
Nodes 

Not Specified 


Each flight deck aircrew merrd>er 
shall independently have the 
cc^ablHty to time and select the 
ra^ frequencies and modes 
listed ki Table 4-3 of the ORD: 
Aircraft Communication Capability 
Reciuirements. 


Technical Performance Measurement 

Design, Production and Logistics Reviews & Analyses and Developmental Test & Evaluation 

QDT&E) have been used to monitor technical performance and quality. Routine daily on site 
inspections are also being used to verify technical performance and quality. The results of these 
reviews and analyses are reported in accordance with DHS periodic repotting r^uiremente. 
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CJ: Investment Schedule - Key schedule parameters for the production and (feployment 
phases listed in the Revision #1 18 SEPT 08 columns of the table below reflect revised schedule 
projections. 


Key Schedule Parameters 


Kev Schedule 

lUSi I.IM 

«7\nvoei ! 

' KfCVISION #1 }8S1 1*1 OS 1 

Piiraineters i 





M \.|C)K PRO.H'C l 

1 HKIlSnOiJ) ! 

OIMKCl’IVI'. ! 

mUK.SiUU !) 

nvi. 

iM-M 





sirsTHa 
REQUIREME2tTS 
REVIEW (SRR) 

08/05 

06yO5 



PRELIMINARY DESIGN 
REVIEW (PDR) 

02/06 

02/06 



CmnCAL DESIGN 
REVIEW (CDR) 

11/06 

11/D6 


1 

i”IiRCRAFT 

DELIVERED 

IQFYOS 

IQFYOS 

02/08 

02A)8 

COMPLETE INITIAL 
OPERATIONAL TEST & 
EVALUATION aOT&E) 

4QFY0S 

2QFY0S 

2QFY09 

4QFY08 

INITIAL 

OPERATIONAL 

4QFY08 

2QFY08 

1QFY09 

SQFYOS 

CAPABILITY aOC) 





LAST AIRCRAFT 
DELIVERED 

3QFY09 

1QFY09 

ZOFYll®® 

4QFY10®® 

FULL OPERATIONAL 
CAPABILITY (FOC) 

3QFV09 

1<^09 

2QFY11®® 

4QFY10®® 


(1) Increnunt 1: Devdopmenl, Trial Kit InstoUatiDn. and testing effoits required greater resources and litne than 
anticipated for production and delivery of niissiotiiied aircraft 1-3. That schedule change along widi subsequent 
funding cbaUeii^ delayed the start and subsequent production of rnissionized aircraft 4. 

(2) Increment 2: Schedule reflects funding in 1QFY09 ftir aircraft S and 6, crash worthy seats, and logistics. 

Schedule Performance Measurement 

The Integrated Master Schedule (IMS) and Earned Value Management (EVM) were used to 
monitor schedule peifoimance during development. EVMS is not being used for the production 
FFP contrait. An updated IMS is being developed for the production effort. 

C3: Investment Cost 

The HC-130J Fleet Introduction cost parameters reflect current cost projections for the project. 
The May 2007 APB captured only the government specific fleet intr^uction costs ($11M) and 
not the total project cost for missionization. Revision 1 shows the total mission system 
acquisition costs, which add in the mission system design and installation contract costs (for 
development and production), integrated logistics support costs, and the government program, 
test and engineering changes costs. The current total acquisition costs (as adjusted) are 
$162, 5M. The table below summarizes the previous and revised cost inojections. 
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Key Cost Performance Parameters 


TOTAL ACQUISITION i 

COST 


yftl MSION 1 
■^'iM Kl Ml M : 

04M COST** 

Not Specified 

$1S7JM® 

$78.6M® 

LIFEXnrCLECOST 

ESTIMATE 

$6.551M 

$296.1M“’ 


QUANTITIES 

6 

4 

2 

USEFUL LIFE 

30 Yean 



(1) The baseline reflects only the Coast Guard costs associatni with fle^ introduction of the missionized aircraft. 
Mission systems acquisition and logistics costs were not included. Revision #1 corrects this by incorporating ibs 
acquisition costs Rv the missiofuzaCion and logistics si^port of aircraft #1-6. 

(2) The total acquisition cost of $ 162.5M for bodi Inciements includes costs fw; 

• S)^tem design and development 

• Missicm systems equipment and material fca six aircraft 

• Installation and test of miuion systems in six aircraft 

• Government furnished equipment integration 

• SIFRNET certification 

• Crash worthy seats 

• Integrated logistics support for aircraft #1-6 

(3) Ttie Basdine Objective life cycle cost estimate included O&M costs fiM- the basdine aircraft as well as the 
mission systems under acquisition. Costs shown for Revision #1 reflect most recent estimates p^fbrmed by the 
Cc^ Gated Office of Aviation Acquisition Cost Teantt and only address costs associated with die missions 
systems, i.e. (^leiating costs for the aircraft are not incliKied in the LCC estimate of die mission system acquisition 
project. 

(4) The split of O&M Cost between the two Increments assumes equal O&M costs for all aircraft. 

Cost Perfonnance Measurements 

EVM was used to monitor cost perfcmnance for the developmental piece of the HC-130J Fleet 
Introduction. Because the remaining woiR is not developmental in nature, the prochiction effort 
will be performed under a Finn Fixed Price (FFP) contract and therefore EVM is not required. 
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HC-130J Fleet Introduction Acquisition Program Baseline vl.O 


D: HC-130J Fleet Introduction Increment 1 

Increment 1 represents the number of aircraft that have had or will have mission systems 
installed with the current level of funding. Installation of mission systems on the remaining 
aircraft will be accomplished with additional funding and are detailed in Section E of this 
document (Increment 2). 

D.l: HC-130J Fleet IntroducUon Increment 1 Performance 

The performance parameters for HC-I30J Fleet Introduction Increment I are identical to the Key 
Performance Parameters cited in section C.l. 


D.2: HC-130J Fleet Introduction Increment 1 Schedule 

Key schedule parameters for Increment 1 of the production and deployment phase listed in the 
table below reflect revised schedule projections and these are consistent with the Key Schedule 
Parameters cited in section C.2. 


Key Schedule Parameters 


Kcv Schedule 

I fUSia,INK07N()V IMl 

1 RKVISIONfrI IS JIJN 08 1 

Parameters 

MAJOR PROJKC r 

IIIIiKSIlOI.I) 

1 

oiuixrix !•: i 

i 

rilRKSItOl.I) 

(HUi trnvK 

SYSTEM 
REQUIREMENTS 
REVIEW (SRR) 

Og/05 

08/05 



PRELIMINARY DESIGN 
REVIEW (PDR) 

02/D6 

02ri)6 



CRITICAL DESIGN 
REVIEW (CDR) 

ll/M 

11/06 



AIRCRAFT 

DELIVERED 

1QFY08 

1QFY08 

02/D8 

02/08 

COMPLETE INITUL 
OPERATIONAL TEST & 
EVALUATION aOT&E) 

4QFY08 

2QFY08 

ZQFYfW"’ 

4QFY0S<'> 

INITIAL OPERATIONAL 
CAPABILITY aOC) 

4QFY08 

2QFY08 

1QFY09"' 

SQFYOS"’ 

AIRCRAFT#4 ' 

DELIVERED 
aNCREMENT/SEGMENT 

2 

4QFY08 

2QFY08 

3QFV10''> 

4QFY09‘'' 


(1) Development. Trial Kit Installation, and testing efforts required greater resources and time than anticipated for 
production and delivery of missionized aircraft 1-3. That scheduie change along with subsequent funding 
challenges delayed the start and subsequent production of missionized aircraft 4. 
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HC-130J Fleet Introduction Acquisition Program Baseline vl.O 


DJ3: HC-130J Fleet Introduction Increment 1 Cost 

The Increment 1 costs reflect cinrrat fimding levels that will support the missionization of 
aircraft 1-4. The current available funding is $139.8M. The table below summarizes the costs 
associated with Increment 1. The objective is the target cost and the threshold is maximum cost. 


Key Cost Performance Parameters 


( Osf ( Mtl N M \K<i 

r \M 1 INt 

in \o\ Jiiifc , 

* M f 1 

:iM)s 

TOTAL ACQUISITION 

CCMIT 

$11M“> 

$149,9M'®'* 

$138,8M<®<® 

O&M COST'* 

NOT 

SPECIFIED 

$169 JIM"® 

$1573M'® 

LIFE-CYCLE COST 
ESTIMATE 

$6,5S1M 

$319AM'® 

$296.1M® 

QUANTITIES 

6 

4 


USEFUL LIFE 

30 YEARS 


(1) The baseline reflects only the Coast Guard costs associated with fleet introduction of the missionized aircraft. 
Mission systems acquisition and logistics costs were not included. Revision #1 corrects this by incorporating the 
acquisition costs for the missionization and logistics support of aircraft #1-4. 

(2) The $149.9M threshold and $138.8M objective total acquisition cost includes costs for; 

• System design and development 

• Mission systems equipment and material for six aircraft 

• Installation and test of mission systems in aircraft #1-4. 

• Govonment furnished equipment integration for aircraft #1-4. 

• Limited Integrated logistics support for aircraft #1-4 

(3) The Baseline Objective life cycle cost estimate included O&M costs for the baseline aircraft as well as the 
mission systems under acquisition. Costs shown for Revision #1 reflect most recent estimates perfmmed by the 
Coast Guard Office of Aviation Acquisition Cost Team, and only address costs associated with the mission systems, 
i.e. operating costs for the aircraft are rrot irrcluded in the LCC estimate of the mission system acquisition project 

(4) O&M C«t assumes that two-thirds of the project O&M costs ate generated by the four Increment 1 aircraft. 

Cost Performance Measurements 

EVM was used to monitor cost perfoimance for the developmental piece of the HC-130J Fleet 
Introduction. Because the remaining work is not developmental in nature, the production effort 
will be performed under a Firm Fixed Price (FFP) contract and therefore EVM is not required. 
However, to monitor project progress, the on-site COTR performs a daily walk-around 
inspection and a weekly review of master production schedule and detailed inspections of the 
aircraft with the contractor’s lead test engineer, production engineer, and quality assurance 
manager. In addition, the contractor provides a comprehensive monthly project update which is 
carefully reviewed by the project manager, contracting officer, and aviation acquisition program 
manager. 
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HC-130J Fleet Introduction Acquisition Program Baseline vl.O 


E: HC-130J Fleet Introduction Incremoit 2 

Increment 2 represents the unfunded portion of the HC-130J Fleet Introduction project, which 
includes missionization of the remaining two aircraft, selected aircraft improvements and 
logistics support. 

E.1; HC-130J Fleet Introduction Increment 2 Performance 

The performance parameters for HC-130J Fleet Introduction Increment 1 are identical to the Key 
Performance Parameters cited in section C.I. 

E.2: HC>130J Fleet Introduction Increment 2 Schedule 

Key schedule parameters for Increment 2 of the production and deployment phase listed in the 
table below reflect revised schedule projections and these are consistent with the Key Schedule 
Pararrreters cited in section C.2. 


Key Schedule Parameters 


Kt“v Scludule Piiranutcrs i? ASKIJN 

: 07 NOV Oft 

Ri;visroN#r}8.!u\o8 

MA.IOU !' 1 MUt SMOI.r) 

!;\ i.M 

oit.M t iivi; 

riiKi:sii()i,i) 

oij.MX nvi; 


LEAD ASSET (AIRCRAFT 
#5)DEXJVERED 

4QFY08 

2QFY0S 

2QFY10">'® 1 

1QFY10">-® 

FULL OPERATIONAL 
CAPABILITY (FOC) 
(COMPLETE INCREMENT 

2) 

3QFY09 

1QFT09 

2QFYll“>'® 

4QrY10">-® 


(1) Development and Trial Kit Installation, and testing efforts required greater resources and titne than anticipated 
for production and delivery of missionized aircraft 1-3. That schedule change along with subsequent funding 
challenges delayed the start and subsequent production of missionized aircraft 4. This Increment 1 schedule change 
affects the Increment 2 schedule. 

(2) Increment 2: Schedule reflects funding in 1QFY09 for aircraft S and 6, crash worthy seats, and logistics. 


E.3: HC-130J Fleet Introduction Increment 2 Cost 


Increment 2 costs parameters teflect current cost projections for the HC-130J Heet Introduction 
project, which includes missionization of the remaining two aircraft, selected aircraft 
improvements and logistics support. The current unfunded total acquisition costs for the project 
is $24.6M. The table below summarizes Increment 2 costs. 
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HC-130J Fleet Introduction Acquisition Program Baseline vi.O 


Key Cost Performance Parameters 


COSTi IIII-A Vi: \U Sj 

( DURKM' PIIASK: 
CD&I) 

^ BASLI.INI-: ' 

07 NOV OA i 

riiKicsiioi.i) 1 

KIMMdS 1 " 

INC I 2 

ISsMM aittJS 

Timi silol.t) j , oiui ( ifM. 

TOTAL ACQWSrnON 
CCMIT 

WIM"’ 

$25.60M®® 

$23.7M®® 

O&M COST*^ 

NOT SPECIFIED 

$84.9M® 

$78.AM® 

LIFE-CYCLE COST 
ESTIMATE 

$«.551M® 

$110.5M® 

$102 JM® 

QUANTITIES 

6 

2 


USEFUL LIFE 

30 YEARS 



(1) The original baseline objective reflects only the Coast Guard costs associated with fleet introduction of the 
missionized aircraft. Mission systems acquisition and logi^cs costs were not included. Revision#! conecte this 
deficiency by mcorporating the acquisition a)sts for the missionization and logistics support of aircraft #5-6. 

(2) The $23.7M is tesed on the assumption that funding is available in IQFY09 and includes costs for; 

• Installation and test of mission systems in aircraft #5-6. 

• Government furnished equipment integration for aircraft #5-6. 

• SIFRNET certification for aircraft #1*6. 

• Crash w<Mthy seats for aircraft #1-6. 

• Re^ring/adding logistics support for aircraft #1-4 /S-6 

(3) The Baseline Objective life cycle cost estimate erroneously included O&M costs for the baseline aircraft as well 
as the mission systems under acquisition. Costs shown for Revision #1 reflect most recent estimates performed by 
die Coast Guard Office of Aviation Acquisition Cost Team, and address costs associated with the mission systems. 

(4) O&M Cost assumes one-third of to^ project O&M Costs generated by aircraft 5 and 6. 
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VS. 4>ejmTsswfii srf H.isntviap.d Ss'tafiiy 

WasMngtoo, DC 2052S 


AU8 2 5 2003 



Homeland 

Security 


ACQUISITION DECISION MEMORANDUM 


MEMORANDUM FOR: VADM Dave Pekosld 

Vice Commandant, U.S. Coast Guard 

FROM: Elaine C. Duke 

Unde Secretary forSvimtet^Mait 

SUBJECT: Fast Response Cutte (Seitinel Class Pattol Boat) Acquisition 

Program Baseline (Version 1.0) 

The attadsed Acquisition Program Baseline (APB) (Version 1 .0) for the Fast Response Cutte (FRC) 
(Seitinel Class Patrol Boat) Program has been reviewed and ^proved. The APB serves as the 
docum^ted progr^ of reccml for the FRC, and the program is ^proved to execute in accordance 
with the cost, schedule and performance baselines established in foe APB. In parallel wife FRC 
execution, please complete the following actions: 

• Submit an updated FRC Life Cycle Cost Estimate and si^rorting documentation to James 
Manzo, Director, Cost Analysis Division (CAD) of foe Office of the Chief Procuremrait 
Officer (OCPO) for review within six months of foe date of fois memorandum. You may need 
to coordinate with foe OCPO CAD to ensure consistency and conformance with the 
requirements of Department of Homeland Security (DHS) Directive 102-01; 

• Submit an updated FRC Test and Evaluation Master Plan (TEMP) to OeOTge Ryan, Director 
Operational Test and Evaluati<xi (DOT&E) f<w approval within six months of the date of fois 
memorandum. You may need to comdinate wife DHS DOT&E to ensure consistency and 
conformance with foe requiranents of DHS Directive 102-01; and 

• Submit an FRC Integrated Logistic Siqiport Plan to John Higb^, Director, Acquisition 
Program Management Division (APMD) within six months of foe dme of this memorandum. 
You may need to coordinate with DHS APMD to aisure consistency and ctmfbnnance with the 
requirements of DHS Directive 102-01. 

If you have any questions, please contact Page Glennie, OCPO Program Analyst, at (202) 447-5492. 


Attachmait 
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Deputy Seaetey Lute 

Undff Sea^ary for Science and Tediiwla^- 
Assisteat Secsetey, Office of Poli^ 

Acting Chief FlMwal Officer 
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U.S. Department of 
Homeland Security 

United States 
Coast Guard 



Commandant 

United Stetes Coast Guard 


2100 Semnd Street. S.W. 
Washington, DC 20593-0(K)1 
Staff Symbd; CG-924 
Phone:(202)475-3150 
Fax:(202)475-3916 
Emali; Pet^J.Boyd@uscg.mii 


MEMORANDUM 

From: V. S. CREA, VADM 
Vice Commandant 

To: E. C. DUKE 

DHS, Under Secretary for Management 
Thru: J. HIGBEE 

DHS, Acquisition Program Management Division 

Subj : fast response CUTTER (SENTINEL CLASS PATROL BOAT) ACQUISITION 
PROGRAM BASELINE (APB) REVISION 


Ref: (a) DHS Acquisition InsCruction/Guidcbook #102-01-001: Appendix K, Acquisition 

Program Baseline, 7 November 08 

1. In accordance with reference (a), I am submitting the revised FRC Project APB for your 
review and approval. 

# 


5000 

FEB12 21109 

Reply to CG-924 
Attn of: P. Boyd 


Enclosure: (1 ) FRC APB 
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A. Revision Summary 

The Coast Guard Integrated Deepwater System (IDS) APB Version 1.1 was approved by the 
Coast Guard Component Acquisition Executive (CAE) on 07 Nov 2006 and approved by 
Department of Homeland Security (DHS) Investment Review Board (IRB) on 15 May 2007. 

Since the approval of IDS APB vl.l, the Department has directed individual APBs for each IDS 
project to improve visibility and facilitate oversight. This revision #1 is the first individual APB 
for the Fast Response Cutter (FRC). It combines previously separate APB’s for the FRC-A and 
FRC-B into one FRC APB reflecting the Coast Guard requirement for a total of 58 FRC’s, The 
following changes have been made: 

a. Key Performance Parameters: Revised to reflect KPPs in the FRC-B Top Level 
Requirements Decision Memo approved by the CAE on 03 Nov 06. 

b. Cost Performance Parameters: Revised to include two increments as shown below. The IDS 
APB vl.l included the FRC-A ($2,613M) and FRC-B ($593M) with total funding of 

$ 3,206M for 58 cutters. 

Increment 1 : Revises the previous IDS APB to reflect an FRC Increment 1 (funded/ 
budgeted) total acquisition cost of $3,171 M. This will provide 48 cutters and 
associated spare parts, shore facilities, economic price adjustments, etc. 

Increment 2 : Revision adds an Increment 2 (unbudgeted) with a total acquisition cost 
of $757M. This will provide 10 cutters and associated spare parts, shore facilities, 
economic price adjustments, etc. 

All cost information was updated to reflect actual contract costs from the 26 Sep 2008 award 
to Bollinger Shipyard. The Life-Cycle Cost Estimate (LCCE) was also updated to reflect the 
changes in Service Life and acquisition strategy. Per DHS APB Guidance dated 07 Nov 08, 
Operations and Maintenance Costs have been displayed separately from the Life Cycle Coast 
Estimate. 

c. Schedule Performance Parameters: New events were added as required by the latest DHS 
APB Guidance (dated 07 Nov 08). Several parameters are no longer applicable due to the 
Coast Guard terminating the FRC-B acquisition with Integrated Coast Guard Systems 
(ICGS). 

B. Project Overview 


B.l. Strategic Goals - DHS strategic goals, programs and program performance goals to be 
directly supported by the FRC include: 

1) Goal: Continue to Protect our Nation from Dangerous People 

a) Coast Guard Mission Program : Drug Interdiction 

Program Performance Goal : Reduce the flow of illegal drugs entering the U.S. via non- 
commercial maritime shipping sources. 
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b) Coast Guard Mission Program : Migrant Interdiction 

Program Performance Goal : Eliminate the flow of undocumented migrants via maritime 
routes to the U.S. 

c) Coast Guard Mission Program : Other Law Enforcement 

Program Performance Goal : Reduce the number of illegal vessel incursions into the U.S, 
Exclusive Economic Zone. 

2) Goal: Protect Critical Infrastructure 

a) Coast Guard Mission Program : Marine Environmental Protection 

Program Performance Goal : Eliminate oil spills and chemical discharge incidents. 

b) Coast Guard Mission Program : Living Marine Resources 

Program Performance Goal : Achieve sustained fisheries regulation compliance on our 
Nation’s Oceans. 

c) Coast Guard Mission Program : Ports Waterways and Coastal Security (PWCS) 

Program Performance Goal : Reduce homeland security risk in the maritime domain. 

d) Coast Guard Mission Program : Marine Safety 

Program Performance Goal : Eliminate maritime fatalities and injuries on our Nation’s 
oceans and waterways. 

3) Goal: Build a Nimble, Effective Emergency Response System and Culture of Preparedness 

a) Coast Guard Mission Program : Defense Readiness 

Program Performance Goal : Support our national security and military strategies by 
ensuring assets are at the high level of readiness required by the combatant commander. 

b) Coast Guard Mission Program : Search and Rescue 

Program Performance Goal : Save mariners in imminent danger on our Nation’s oceans 
and waterways. 

B.2. Mission Need - The FRC will be a critical Coast Guard response and prosecution asset. It 
will be a maritime security workhorse, patrolling in both coastal and high seas areas and capable 
of responding quickly and effectively to emerging security and safety issues. The FRC’s 
improved interoperability. Common Operational Picture functionality and sensors will enhance 
surveillance, detection, classification, identification, and prosecution performance over 
capabilities of the legacy 1 10-foot Patrol Boat. With its high readiness, speed, adaptability and 
endurance, the FRC will be capable of responding quickly and effectively to emerging security 
and safety issues and is essential to achieving mission success. 
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B.3. Project Description - The Coast Guard has a critical need for additional patrol boats to 
close an existing patrol boat operational hour gap and to replace the aging legacy 1 10-foot patrol 
boat fleet. The FRC project plans to deliver the lead cutter by FY20 1 1 . 

The acquisition strategy for the FRC is consistent with past successful patrol boat acquisitions, 
the most recent being the 87’ Coastal Patrol Boat. It’s full and open competition, fixed price, 
and a best value selection. It uses a proven, in-service design (parent craft), state-of-the-raarket 
technology, and combines design and production to reduce the delivery schedule. The 
acquisition strategy includes the design and construction of a lead cutter, options for 1 1 -1 5 Low- 
Rate Initial Production (TRIP) cutters, and additional options for 4 or 6 cutters per fiscal year for 
a maximum of 24-34 cutters. The contract includes a Reprocurement and Data License package 
option to re-compete to achieve the required FRC fleet size of 58. The decision regarding how 
many FRC’s to acquire under the first contract will be based on the overall performance of the 
FRC. 

Contract award for the design and construction of the lead FRC with options for 33 additional 
cutters was made on 26 September 2008. This award was protested but GAO upheld the 
government’s award decision on 12 January 2009. The Coast Guard’s significant patrol boat gap 
and mission needs require an aggressive acquisition schedule that executes the TRIP options 
prior to completing Operational Test and Evaluation (OT&E). However, risk is minimized by 
using a proven parent craft design and requirements to “class” the new Coast Guard variant. 
Following the Critical Design Review (CDR), an Acquisition Decision Event 2B will be 
conducted for approval to exercise the LRIP options. Following the completion of OT&E, an 
Acquisition Decision Event 3 will be conducted to exercise the production options. 

B.4. References 


. -'I ' - 

CAE FRC-B Top Level 
Requirements (TLR) Decision 
Memo (03 Nov 06). 

Life Cycle Cost Estimate 
(31 Oct 08) 

Acquisition Plan 
(18 May 07) 

Operational Requirements 
Document (draft) 

Contract Award (26 Sep 08) 

Project Management Plan (draft) 


FY09-13 ClP(4Feb081 
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Section C. Top level Project Baseline 


C.l. Key Performance Parameters 


lvc> Performance Paianuter 

iKlH*} 

Bas<- line 

Revision 


Ma> 

rUrv>hoi«i ohn-. ii\c 

1 hushokl 

Flank Speed (knots) 

28® 40 


Fuel Endurance*^' (days) 

Not Specified 

57 ; 

Patrol Speed (knots) 

10 16 

Not Specified 

Independent Operations 
(days) 

5 7 


Detection Range (NM) 

10.2 

Not Specified 

Seakeeping (Sea State)^^^ 

4 Through 5 


Interoperability^^^ 

Not Specified 

Exchange clear, protected (Type 

III) and secure (Type I) voice and 
data with DOD, DHS, CG assets 
(surface, air, shore), and joint and 
allied forces.^^^ 

Operational Availability (Ao) 

0.80 0.90 

.85® 


Performance Revision #1 

' Changed from “Sprint Speed” to “Flank Speed” for consistency with Top Level Requirement terminology. 

^ FRC-A Flank Speed threshold was 30 kts. This requirement will be taken into consideration during the CG CAE’s 
decision to acquire additional FRC’s under the current contract to meet the Coast Guard requirement for 58 total. 

^ Updated to reflect the KPP’s in the FRC-B Top Level Requirements approved by the CAE on 03 Nov 06. 

* Changed from “Operating Range” to “Independent Operations” for consistency with TLR terminology. 

^ Changed from “Continuous Efficient Operations” to “Seakeeping” for consistency with TLR terminology. 

^ Exchange with those assets that support Type I and III data and voice communication 

Technical Performance Measurement 

A series of system engineering and design reviews and developmental testing will be used to 
monitor technical performance during this acquisition. Successful achievement of technical 
performance will be determined by the Government through acceptance testing in accordance 
with contract requirements and then reported in accordance with DHS periodic reporting 
requirements. 

C.2. Key Schedule Parameters 

Several parameters are no longer applicable due to the Coast Guard assuming acquisition 
responsibility for the FRC-B from Integrated Coast Guard Systems (ICGS). New events were 
added as required by the latest DHS APB Guidance (dated 07 Nov 08). 
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'vl.lpil Pl(i|i-^t 1 

SclK'diik H.isiiiiu' 
ihiv^lioiil Ohficiiw 
15 Max 2wr 

Kl. X IV! 

.11 1 

Obfvcii' e 

CG Proven Craft/Parent Craft Review 

4QFY06 

Deleted^** 

CG Request for Proposal to ICGS 

4QFY06 

Deleted*** 

ICGS Starts Construction 

FY07 

Deleted*** 

System Requirements Review (SRR) 

Not Specified 

3 Nov 2006’^* 

MS2 Decision (alternative selection) 

Not Specified 

3 Nov 2006***’ 

Contract Award 

Not Specified 

26 Sep 2008 

Preliminary Design Review (PDR) 

Not Specified 

IQFYIO 

3QFY09 

Critical Design Review (CDR) 

Not Specified 

3OrY10 

IQFYIO 

ADE-2B 

Not Specified 

3QFY10 

IQFVIO 

Production Readiness Review (PRR) 

Not Specified 

2QFYn 

4QFY10 

First FRC-B Delivered 

FY09/10 

1QFY12 

3QFYn 

Initial Operational Test & Evaluation 
(lOT&E) Complete 

Not Specified 

1QFY13 

30FY12 

Initial Operational CapabiliU' (IOC) 

Not Specified 

10FYt3 

3QFY12*^’ 

ADE-3 Decision 

Not Specified 

2QFY13 

4QFY12 

Last (58*) FRC Delivered 

FY16 

4QFY21 1 

20FY21 

Full Operational Capability (FOC) 

Not Specified 

4QFY22 i 

2QFY22'‘'’ 


Schedule Revision #1 

' No longer applicable. On 14 Mar 2007, the Coast Guard assumed acquisition responsibility for the FRC-B from 
ICGS. 

^ CAE Decision memo dated 03 Nov 2006, 

^ Lead FRC fully operational 
58* FRC fully operational 

Schedule Performance Measurement 

The Integrated Master Schedule (IMS) in the contract will be used to monitor schedule 
performance and will be reported in accordance with DHS periodic reporting requirements. 

Section C.3: Key Cost Parameters 

Revision #1 updates all cost information to reflect contract costs from the 26 Sep 2008 award to 
Bollinger Shipyard. The Life-Cycle Cost Estimate (LCCE) was updated to reflect changes in 
Service Life and acquisition strategy. Operations and Maintenance Costs were added as required 
by DHS APB Guidance (dated 07 Nov 08). 
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Acquisition 

0(&M'” 

Life-Cycle Cost 
Estimate 
Quantity 

Service Life (years) 


$3,206M® 
Not Specified 

$22,256M'''' 

58 

15 


Increment 1 
Threshold | Objective 
S3,425M I S3,171M 
S9,475M ! $8,773M 

■4 

$12,900M S11,944M**’ 

48 

20 


Increment 2 

Threshold Objective 


S818M 

S1,916M 

S2,734M 


S757M 

S1,774M 

S2,53IM''^’ 


Cost Revision #1 

' Added Increment 1 (funded/ budgeted) and Increment 2 (additional funding requirement for full capability). Total 
Acquisition Costs 

for both Increments is an Objective of $3,928M. 

’ Total of FRC-A ($2,613M for 46) plus FRC-B ($593M for 12) from IDS APB vl.l. 

^ Added as required by latest DHS guidance (07 Nov 08). 

“ Total of FRC-A ($17,193M for 46) plus FRC-B ($5,063M for 12) from IDS APB vl.l, 

* Reflects changes in acquisition strategy, service life and use of actual contract costs. 

^ The Service Life requirement was changed to reflect the requirement in the draft FRC ORD. 

Cost Performance Measurements 

Due to the Firm Fixed Price contract type used for this acquisition an Earned Value Management 
System will not be used. Instead, an Integrated Master Schedule will be linked to the Contractor 
Work Breakdown Structure to show progress. This will enable the PM to identify potential 
problem areas and make in process corrections. 
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U.S. Department of MHKKMf 
Homeland Security 

United States 
Coast Guard 


Commandant 

United States Coast Guard 


1^0 Half Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20593-0001 
Staff Symbol: CG-924 
Phone; {202)475-3150 


MEMORANDUM 

a«s3. 


5000 

DEC1120I 


From: 

V. S. Crea, VADM 

Reply to 

Mr. Pete Boyd 


VCG 

Attn of: 

(202) 475-3150 

To: 

K. L. King 

CG-935 



Thru: 

(1) CG-01 

(2) CG-9 

(3) CG-93 



Subj: 

ACQUISITION DECISION MEMORANDUM FOR THE WPB AND MEC 

SUSTAINMENT PROJECTS 




1. The Acquisition Program Baselines (APB) for the WPB and MEC Sustainment Projects, dated 
9/12/2008, have been reviewed and approved. The projects are approved to execute to the cost, 
schedule and performance baselines established in the APB, which now serve as the new 
documented programs of record for the WPB and MEC Sustainment Projects. 


2. You are expected to update the Project Management Plan (PMP) for both projects within six 
months ftom the date of this memo in order to align the PMP with the approved APB parameters. 


3. If you have any questions about this matter, please contact Mr. Pete Boyd, the CGARC 
Executive Secretary, at the above number. 

# 
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ACQUISITION PROGRAM BASELINE (APB) 

For 

MEDIUM ENDURANCE CUTTER (WMEC) 
SUSTAINMENT PROJECT 


Submitted by; 


Validated by: 


Endorsed by: 


Endorsed by: 
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A; Revision Summary 


The Coast Guard Integrated Deepwater System (IDS) Acquisition Program Baseline (APB) was 
approved by the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) on 15 May 2007. DHS Guidance for 
the FYIO -14 Resource Allocation Plan (RAP) directed each project have individual asset class 
APBs. This discrete Medium Endurance Cutter (WMEC) Sustainment APB aligns with the post- 
9/1 1 Deepwater Mission Needs Statement (and its supporting performance gap analysis) and the 
latest update to the Deepwater Implementation plan. The purpose of this WMEC Sustaimnent 
Project APB is to provide insight and control to prevent cost growth, schedule slip, and 
requirements creep due to unnecessary changes or imposition of unapproved ope^ional 
requirements. 


B: Project Overview 

Bl. Strategic Goak 

The following is a summary of the DHS strategic goals, programs and program performance 
goals that will be directly supported by the WMEC Sustainment Project. 

a. DHS Strategic Goal: Continue to Protect our Nation fiom Dangerous People 

Coast Guard Mission Program : Drug Interdiction 

Program Performance Goal : Reduce the flow of illegal drugs entering the U.S. via non- 
commercial maritime shipping sources. 

Coast Guard Mission Program : Migrant Interdiction ’ 

Program Performance Goal : Eliminate the flow of undocumented migrants via maritime 
routes to the U.S. 

Coast Guard Mission Program : Other Law Enforcement 

Program Performance Goal : Reduce the number of illegal vessel incursions into the U.S. 
Exclusive Economic Zone. 

b. DI^ Strategic Goal: Protect Critical Infiastructure 

Coast Guard Mission Program : Marine Environmental Protection 

Program Performance Goal : Eliminate oil spills and chemical discharge incidents. 

Coast Guard Mission Program : Living Marine Resources 

Program Performance Goal : Achieve sustained fisheries regulation compliance on our 
Nation’s Oceans. 

Coast Guard Mission Program : Ports Waterways and Coastal Security (PWCS) 

Program Performance Goal : Reduce homeland security risk in the maritime domain. 

Coast Guard Mission Program : Marine Safety 

Program Performance Goal : Eliminate maritime fatalities and injuries on our Nation’s 
oceans and waterways. 
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c. DHS STRATEGIC GOAL: Build a Nimble, Effective Emergency Response System and 
Culture of Preparedness 

Coast Guard Mission Program : Defense Readiness 

Program Performance Goal : Support our national security and military strategies by 
ensuring assets are at the high level of readiness required by the combatant commander. 

Coast Guard Mission Program : Search and Rescue 

Program Performance Goal : Save mariners in imminent danger on our Nation’s oceans 
and waterways. 

B2. Mission Needs 

To assist in the prosecution of the Coast Guard’s missions described in the previous section, the 
WMEC Sustainment Project is intended to improve the cutters’ operating and cost performance 
by replacing obsolete, unsupportable, or maintenance-intensive equipment using centrally 
supported, standard equipment deployed in a standard configuration. 

The project provides a major CG Yard availability for the aging 210’ and 270’ Medium 
Endurance Cutter fleet that is designed to maintain the cutters’ operational service and sustain 
mission effectiveness until IDS assets become available to assume their operational workload. 
Each 210’ and 270’ WMEC provides up to 185 days of mission performance per year. A loss of 
part of that capability puts achievement of long-term DHS performance goals at risk. 


B3. Project Description 

The overall objective of the WMEC Sustainment Project is to improve the cutter’s operating and 
cost performance by replacing equipment that has the highest failure rate and highest cost-to- 
repair with more reliable equipment that is more easily maintained and supported. The WMEC 
Sustainment Project replaces internal structures as well as major sub-systems, such as the small 
boat davits, oily water separator, air conditioning and refrigeration plants, and water makers. 

The main propulsion control and monitoring systems will also be upgraded. 

During each cutter’s shipyard availability numerous approved sustairunent-related engineering 
changes are completed. Performance specifications establish the scope and technical content of 
the worir items that will be installed after having completed the detailed design development and 
prototype phases. 

The project has two major goals: 

1) Replacement of obsolete, unsupportable, or maintenance-intensive equipment; and 

2) Completion of major organizational level maintenance. 

The WMEC Sustainment Project is quite different fiom a traditional acquisition project that is 
meant to replace an entire asset or capability. Instead, the WMEC Sustainment Project is a cutter 
improvement project that is carried out through the installation of approved engineering changes 
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on legacy 210’ and 270’ WMECs. As such, the WMEC Sustainment Project does not follow 
100% of the acquisition guidelines and milestone decisions contained in the Major Systems 
Acquisition Manual (MSAM). For example, there was no Mission Needs Statement (MNS) or 
Op^tional Requirements Document (ORD) developed by the sponsor for this project. 


B4. References 
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WMEC Engineering 

Change Proposals: 

WMEC Life Cycle Cost 

Estimate (original): 

MEC MEP Investment 
Schedule Parameters: 

Source document: 

Enclosure (2), 270 Project 
Management Plan. 

Source Document: 

Section 8.e, 

Acquisition Program Baseline 
(APB) for Integrated Deepwater 
System 

Source Document: 

Project Management Plan for 
the 2107270’ WMEC Project 
Maintenance Effectiveness 
Project (MEP) 

Approved: 2-15-06 

Approved by: Department of 
Homeland Security (DHS) on 15 
May 2007 

Approved: 2-15-06 


WMEC Life Cycle Cost 

Estimate (current): 



CR -13 12, 210’/270’ Medium 
Endurance Cuter (WMEC) 
Sustainment Life Cycle Cost 
Estimate (LCCE) report dated 
August 2007, awarded under 
Contract No. GS-23F-0105K 
S871-1, conducted by Tecolote 
Research, Inc., Aug 2007 
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C: Top Level Project Baseline 

Cl. Project Performance 

As previously discussed, the WMEC Sustainment Project is not an acquisition of new assets, but 
rather a sustainment and improvement project carried out through the implementation of 
engineering changes for the legacy 210’ and 270’ WMEC fleet. As such, the project does not 
follow 100% of the usual acquisition guidelines. Traditional Key Performance Parameters 
(KPPs) associated with new vessel construction and acquisition phases are therefore not 


appropriate for the WMEC Sustairunent Project. 


C2. Project Schedule 

Key Schedule Parameters 
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M Mou I’lto.ii < r 1 \ 1 M .to n M 12 '»i pi i Miii u 

out! MIM 

1 : M IM 1 Mill U 
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WMEC SUSTAINMENT 
PROJECT INITIATION 

04/03 

04/03 

DELIVERED 1®^ PHASE I 
270’ CUTTER (TAMPA) 

02/06 

02/06 

DELIVERED PHASE I 
210’ CUTTER 
(DEPENDABLE) 

03/06 

03/06 

DELIVER LAST 210’ 
CUTTER 

FY12 03/13 

09/12 

DELIVER LAST PHASE H 
270’ CUTTER 

FY16 03/17 

09/16 
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Schedule Performance Measurement 

Successful accomplishment of the 210’/270’ WMEC Sustainment Project must proceed in a 
manner which minimizes the impact to scheduled cutter operations and balances the limited 
resources of the Coast Guard Yard and Coast Guard Engineering and Logistics Command 
(ELC). Both Atlantic and Pacific Maintenance and Logistics Commanders are coordinating an 
availability schedule that achieves this balance. Currently, WMEC inductions are scheduled 
every two to three months with five WMEC inductions per year. 210’ WMEC sustainment is a 
single-phase, six-month dry-dock availability. 270’ WMEC sustairunent is either a one or two- 
phase project; one six-month dry-dock availability followed later by a six-month dock side 
availability, or a one nine-month dry-dock/dockside availability. 

WMEC sustainment is following the Maintenance and Logistics Command Atlantic (MLCA) 
Availability Planning Process to ensure that all the work items (approved engineering changes) 
are properly scheduled. The Legacy Sustairunent Support Unit (LSSU) and CG Yard actively 
monitor schedule performance data on individual project orders as well as the overall class-wide 
210’ and 270’ WMEC schedule. The daily and weekly work lists allow the LSSU inspectors to 
be aware of the specific work platmed for each day of the week, to coordinate with the CG Yard 
as necessary, and to correlate and validate the successful completion of tasks to maintain 
schedule. Weekly progress meetings are held to evaluate overall performance and schedule. 
Schedule Performance is additionally evaluated at monthly EVM meetings and quarterly matrix 
meetings. 

C3. Project Cost 

A life-cycle cost estimate (LCCE) was prepared by Tecolote Research, Inc. in August 2007, 
which was well after project startup. The Tecolote LCCE Includes acquisition costs on the 27 
vessels that are expected to undergo improvements ((14) 210’ WMECs and (13) 270’ WMECs). 
This APB utilizes the cost data contain^ in the Tecolote LCCE report. The 30 June 2006 
baseline did not include “Threshold” cost estimates as they were not required to be included at 
that time. 
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Key Cost Performance Parameters 
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Total Acquisition 
Cost 

$317M' 

$320.5M 


Life-Cycle Cost 
Estimate 

$7,157M' 

$4,515M 

$4,180.8M^ 

Operating and 
Maintenance 
(27 hulls) 

Not Specified 

$4,194.7M 

$3,884M^ 

Quantities 

27' 



Useful Life 

Up tol5 Years'^’ 




' This figure is fiom the Coast Guard Integrated Deepwater System (IDS) APB that was 
approved by the Department of Homeland Security ^HS) on 15 May 2007. Original baseline 
LCCE used a higher inflation rate that magnified the out year life cycle costs. Tecolote LCCE 
used current 0MB inflation guidelines. 

^ CR-1312, 2107270’ Medium Endurance Cuter (WHEC) Sustainment Life Cycle Cost Estimate 
(LCCE) report dated August 2007, awarded under Contract No. GS-23F-0105K S871-1; 
developed by Tecolote Research, Inc. 

^ Programmatic objective. The WMEC Sustainment Project is estimated to extend the service 
life of the 210’s and 270’s up to 15 years as a result of the engineering changes and system 
upgrades being performed. The engineering changes included in this sustainment effort were not 
envisioned to constitute a service life extension project (SLEP) per se, and there are no firm 
engineering studies to support the up to 1 5 year estimate. It’s an estimate made by experienced 
CG naval engineers. 
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Cost Performance Measurements 

The WMEC Sustainment Project is in the Production and Deployment (P&D) Phase. It is being 
performed at the Coast Guard Yard via a time and materials work order effort and is not 
considered work imder development. Thus, a fully certified Earned Value Management System 
(EVMS) is not required under the DHS EVMS guidelines. Sustainment consists of 
comprehensive availabilities combining a number of approved engineering changes completed 
all at one time. Each Engineering Change has an associated cost assigned to the completion of 
that task. The LSSU serves as the CG Inspector and is the final approving authority for all 
sustainment work. The Coast Guard Yard utilizes Ptimavera software to gain Earned Value cost 
data in an “EVMS Lite” setup. The LSSU actively monitors the cost performance data on 
individual Yard project orders as well as the overall class-wide 210’ and 270’ WMEC cost data. 
The Cost Performance Report (CPR), Format 1, reports the period and cumulative EVM by 
WBS, as well as EVM metrics such as Cost Performance Index and Estimate to Complete. 
Format 3 tracks the Performance Measurement Baseline. Format 5 highlights variances fiom the 
planned values and provides analyses and corrective actions to be taken. Comments contained in 
Format 5 address any cost or schedule variances that are greater than or equal to 8% of the 
budget at completion of sustairunent. The LSSU conducts a Weekly Progress meeting to review 
schedule and cost data. 
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ACQUISITION DECISION MEMORANDUM 


MEMORANDUM FOR: Viviai S. Crea VADM 

Vice Commandant USCG 

FROM: Elaine C. Duke 

Under Secretary forMaMj^ient 

SUBJECT: H-60 Conversion Acquisition 

Program Baseline (Version 1.0) 

REF; DHS Acquisition Program Baseline (APB) Guidance 

The attadied Acquisition Program Basdine (Version 1 .0) for the H-60 Conversion Program has been 
reviewed and airproved. The APB serves as the documented program of record for the H-60 
Conversion, ai^ the program is approved to execute in accordance with the cost schedule and 
performance baselines established in the APB. 

In parallel with H-60 Conversion execution, the following actions are to be completed: 

Submit to Jim Manzo, Director, Cost Analysis Division (CAD) in foe Office of the Chief Procuranent 
Officer (OCPO): 

• Coordiriate with the OCPO CAD to update the H-60 life Cycle Cost Estimate (LCCE) in order 
to ensure consistency and conformance with foe requirements of Dqtartment of Homeland 
Security (DHS) Directive 102-01 . Hie updated LCCE and suj^rtiiig documentation ^uld 
be provided to CAD for review at least 30 days before foe next Acquisition Decision Event 
(ADE) or within six months of the date of this memorandum. 


Submit to John Hi^ee, Director, Acquisition Program Management Division (APMD): 

• Coordinate with APMD to update foe H-60 Integrated Logistic Support Plan (ILSP) in ordCT to 
«isure consistency and conformance with foe requirranents of DHS Directive 102-01. The 
updated ILSP should be provided to APMD for review at least 30 days before the next 
Acquisition Decision Event (ADE) or within six months of foe date of this memorandum. 

If you have any questions, please contact Page Glennie at (202) 447-5492. 


Attachment 
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cc: 

D^uty Seo'^ary 
Assistant Saa^^ary for Policy 
DHS Chief Financial Officer 
DHS Chief Procwrment Officer 
DHS Chief bifiwnwtion Officer 
DHSS&T 
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U.S. Ospaitmsnt of 
Honwiand Securtty 

Uidtad Statas 
Coast Guard 



Commar^jant 

United Slates Coast Guard 


2100 Becorai Street, S.W. 
Wa^IngtOT. DC 20593^1 
Staff Symbol: CG-824 
Ptorte: (202) 475-3150 
Fax: (202) 47^16 
Ema»: PetCT.J.Boyd@uiN;g.ml 


MEMORANDUM 


From: 


V. S. CREA, VADM 
Vice Commandant 


5000 

DEC 1 1 2008 


Reply to CG-924 
Attn of: P. Boyd 


To: E. C. DUKE 

DHS, Under Secretary for Management 
Thru: J. fflGBEE 

DHS, Acquisition Program Management Division 


Subj: H-60 CONVERSION PROJECT ACQUISITION PROGRAM BASELINE (APB) 
REVISION 

Ref: (a) DHS Acquisition Program Baseline Guidance, 3 1 March 200S 

1. In accordance with reference (a), I am submitting the revised H-60 Project APB for your 
review and approval. 




Enclosure: (1) H-60 APB 




Assistant ( 


Ht for;CaffflteJ«y (CG'7) 


Endorsed by; 


Endorsed 


Is^c-tscdS 


Program Executive Officer {CG-93r 

AiJSL. 


Assistant Commandant fm Acquisitions (CG-9) 





Aojoitidm) Ikcision Mrano Ai^ioval Received: 


A!IS -7 
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Re«sion Sranmaty. 


' -.rf-. ^ .'•■ V '■'(I,? 



Deq)water System (IDS) APB 
Version 1.1 apfrovedbyflwCksastGnmd 
A^icy AcquisitiMi Executive 07 Nov 2M6 

and A^roved by Dq>artmcnt of HoitKlmd 

Secaoity (DBS) Investment Review Boani 
(IRB) on 15 May 2007, This APB 
considers the date qpioved by die Cor^t 
Guard’s Acquisition Executive as the 
basdine date. 

07 November 2006 


Departmeit guidance for prqiaration of the 
FYlO-14 Resource Allocation Plan (RAP) 
direct prqiaration of discrete Acquisition 
Program Baselines (APB) for each mqor 
acquisition jsoject This H-60 Conversion 
Projects APB has been extraded from Am 
I ntegrated Deepwater System (IDS) APB 
Version 1 .1 j^woved by D^artment of 
Hcaneland Security (DBS) I]^ on 1 5 May 
2007. 

5 Septenber2008 


ui 
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ACQUISITION PROGMAMBASEUm 

for the 

H-60 Conversion ProJ^ts 

SECTION As REVISION SUMMARY - VERSION 1.0 

The Coast Guard IDS APB was tg^roved by the DHS Inv«tnamt Rewew Board (KB) 
on 15 hfey 2(W7. Subseqrrait i^ies wot provided via fee IDS Expmditure Report cm 
10 June 2(X38. DHS GuidatKe fer fee FY 10 fetou^ FY14 RAP dire^d individual 
APBs be ^trtslished for each poject. This disoete H-60 Ccmvmion Projects APB: 

• Aligns wife the post-9/1 1 Deepwato’ Mission Needs SWemait (MNS), (aa! its 
sui^KHting perfonnance a^ysis) and fee latest update te fee Deqraratar 
Iirplonentaticm plan 

• Exbacts H-60 COTversion Projects perfonnance measures fiom fee IDS APB md 
Expoiditure Report 

• Reflects revised schedule projections fcM' H-60 Conversion Proj^ 

• Inoj^rates sponsor-driven Key Perfinmance Parameters (KPPs) to accurately 
refl^ cunrrait {»o^am timdines and objectives 

Since fee H-60 Conversion Projects baseline was published in fee IDS APB and IDS 
Expaiditure Rqmrt, changes have been made to schedule events for H-60 Conversion 
Piojcds Discrete Segments. The purpose of the H-60 C<mv«sion Projects APB is to 
update fee H-60 Conversicm Prefects schedule and pertormance information contaiii^ 
within fee IDS APB and IDS Expenditure Rqjort, and provides a separate means of 
managing fee H-60 Crniveasion Projeds. 

The following changes are incorporated into this submissiem; 

• Investment Petformance Paranreters: Original KPPs wot based cm C^ter for 
Naval Analysis Indqrmdeitt Deq>wat» Asset Assessment Tool (CIAAT) 
Baseline Asset Characteristics used to develcqr System Task Seqi^ce (SDCIP). 
The KPPs in this rqrdate express the conteUs of foe draft updates to fee HH^O 
Avicmics Up^ade, FLK Sensor System and Radar Sensor Systems C^oatiorsd 
Requirements Documoits (ORD) and will be used as fee H-W CcmvOTitm 
Projects inv^tm^t performances measures. 

• Cost Perfornmnee Parameters: The IDS Life-Cycle Cost Estimate 

(LCCE) was based on fee entire H-60 aircraft platform, not on fee ui^ades noted 
in this APB. fo June 2008 Tecolote prepared an update to tte irui^M^ent cost 
estimate for the H-60 Cffiivetsion Projads. The LCCE and Acquisition Cost from 
this iqrdate wot incoipm'ated into fee IDS Expenditum Rqxnt sifemitted mi 10 
June 2(K)8. Use ind^^ent oist estimate did not inclu^ fee cost iwattw! to 
dsde and was bas^ cm a FY48 supprnt date. Uiemd^MMoQt cost estimtfe was 
^justed to include asst incurred to date and a FY27 siq^Kwt date. ThOTfore, fee 
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change to the LCCE has been updated to only reflect the iq>grades being 
praformed under the H-60 Convosion Projects with a siq>port date of FY27. The 
LCCE for the H-60 Conversion Projects is now $83S.321M in Fiscal Year 2002 
constant dollars. There are ik) other revisions to the 30 June 2(M)6 Baseline. 

• Sch^ule Performance Parameters: Dela)^ attributed to FY04 funding 
realignments for the HH-65 Re-Engjning effort have caused a three-year slip in 
attaining Full Op«ational Capability for the Avionics Upgrade project Delays 
have also beer seen in the Multi Sensor System (MSS) project. The HH-60 MSS 
was planned as a FY06 start throu^ IDS to be complete by Integrated Coast 
Guard Systems (ICGS). However, as a result of the Coast Guard taking over the 
system integrator role from ICGS in late FY07, the project is being rratructured 
and rephased to stqpport die Blueprint for Acquisition Reform. The Coast Guard 
is now pursuing an MSS selection comprising Forward Looking Infiared (FLIR) 
and Ra^ Sensm Sj^tem (RSS) Discrete Segments. This acquisition will be 
utilizing the AinaaR Repair and Stqrply Center (AR&SQ, Eii^eering Services 
Division (ESD), as the Technical Le^ for the MSS project Discrete Segm«its. 
The FLIR Sensor Syston (FSS) selection is complete and is utilizing the 
Developmeit Test ^T) results attained by the HH-65C FSS prpj«S in rader to 
accderate the acquisition and subsequent installation of this senstv. The RSS 
acquisition process commenced in FY07 and is sdieduled to produce a permanoit 
rotary wing RSS fleet solution by FY18. Upon successful cmnpletion of testing, 
the chosen RSS will then begin installation into die MH-60Ts as they are 
upgraded during existing Programmed Depot Maintenance (PDM). Platform 
Useful Life has also encountered a diange from the IDS APB and the IDS 
Expenditure Rqjort. The Project Sponsor has identified FY27 as the final support 
date for the airranfi platform, at which time the aitcrafi will have been in service 
fijr over 40 years. 

SECTION B: PROJECT OVERVIEW 

Section B.l: DHS Strategic Goals 

The following is a summary of the DHS strategic goals, programs and program 

performance goals that will be direcdy supported by the H-60 Conversion Projects: 

DHS Strategic Goal: Continue to Protect our Nation fiom Dangerous People 

• CG Pro^am; Drug Interdiction 

CG Program Performance Goal: Reduce the flow of illegal drugs entering the 
U.S. via non-omunercial maritime Upping sources. 

• CG Program; Migrant Interdiction 

CG Program Performance Goal: Reduce the flow of undocumented migrants via 
maritime routes to the U.S. 

• CG Program; Other Law Enforcemait 
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CG Program Prafbtmance Goal; Reduce the number of illegal v^sel imnirsions 
into the U.S. Exclusive Economic Zone. 

DHS Strat^c Goal: Protect Critical Infiastructure 

• CG Program: Marine Environmental Protection 

CG Program Performance Goal: Reduce oil spills and chemical discharge 
incident. 

• CG Program: living Marine Resources 

CG Program P^oimance Goal; Achieve sustained fisheries regulation 
compliance on our Nation’s Oceans. 

• CG Program: Ports Waterways and Coastal Security (PWCS) 

CG Program Performance Goal: Reduce homeland secmity risk in the maritime 
domain. 

• CG Program: Marine Safety 

CG Program Pofbrmance Goal: Reduce maritime &talities and injuries on our 
Nation’s oceans and waterways. 

DBS Strategic Goal: Build a Nimble, Effective Emogency Response System and 
Culture of Prqjaredness 

• CG Program: Defense Readiness 

CG Program Poformance Goal: Suppcnt our naticmal security and military 
strategies by ensuring assets are at the high level of readiness required by file 
combatant commander. 

• CG Program; Search and Rescue 

CG Program Performance Goal: Save mariners in imminent danger on our 
Nation’s oceans and waterways. 


Section B.2; Mission Need 

Simply meeting legacy Deepwat^ Mission performance, based on a 1 998 demand, has 
been revisited as part of the IDS Mission Need Statement Update and deemed insufficient 
to meet curroit a^ future threats and performance expectations. The block obsolescence 
predicted many years ago is acceloating rapidly. The actual degradation in the material 
conditimi of le^icy aviation ass^ &r exce^ the original forecast as eviiteiKxd by the 
H-60J Avionics block obsolescmce, structural Mures and dectrical issues. In tom, 
decreasing matoial condition further exacobates the gap in legacy asset perfitrmance. 
The current {noposed force structure Ms far short of providing the operational cqiacity 
and capability to meet Government Performance and Results Act targets, and is not 
r^ponsive to the post-9/1 1 rtussion demands, emerging threats and future challoiges. 
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Section B.3: Project Description 

The Sikorsky MH-60T helicopter will have improved interoperability, Command and 
Control, Communications, Computers, Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconimissance 
(C4ISR), Common Operating Picture (COP) and sensors that enhance surveillance, 
detection, classificaticm, idoitification and prosecution. TTie aira-aR will operate 
worldwide within the range of its performance parametoa in civilian and military 
airspace in support of tai Congressionally-mandated minions. 

The H-60 Conversion Projects will be executed under 4 Disoete Segments. All 4 
segments will be installed in all 42 H-60s at Coast Guard Aircraft Repair and Supply 
C«iter. 


• Segment 1 upgrades the avionics with the DOD Common Avionics Architecture 
System (CAAS) Cockpit. 

• Segment 2 provides for an enhanced Electro-Optic Infrared Sensor System. 

• Segmait 3 replaces the existing weather radar with a Surface Search Radar 
providing an order of magnitude improvement in detection and classification 
capabilities. 

• Segment 4 will improve the airoaft’s C4ISR capabilities and will recapitalize 
several major aircraft components. The detail requirements for Segment 4 have 
not been finalized. 

Additional details on each segment are included in sections D through G. 


Section B.4; References 


This section identifies the relevant source documents used to establish the H-60 
Conversion Project baseline in the APB. 


Reiptircmcot Parameters 

^ Cost Parameters' 

^ Schedule Parameters 

IDSMNS,Revl.0, 19May 
2004 

Wyle Laboratories H-60 
Conversion Projects LCCE, 
August 2008 

IDS APB. Ver 1.1, 07 Nov 
2006 

DRAFT (ruDt approved by 
Chief of Staff) ORD for the 
HH-60J Avionics Upgrade, 
Ver 1.4, 17 Nov 2003 



DRAFT (not ajproved by 
Chief of Staff) ORD for the 
Rotary Wing Multi-Sensor 
System, Ver 1,18 Dec 2003 
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SECTION C: TOP LEVEL PROJECT BASELINE 
SertionC.l: Project Paftamance 

The H-W Ccmwision Projecfc APB investineit paiinnMi<« parametes aijgi with ttie 
post-9/11 D^pwate 

The IDS APB KPPs woe based oo CIAAT Baseline Asset danKtaistics used to 
deivelop Sequoice Surveillance, Detection, Classification, Identification md Prosmitiem 
(SDCIP) Systran T^tet, The ia?Ps in this update reflect the Gcmtents in ttie H-60 
Avioni(» Upgrade and MSS ORD and will ^ used as file H-60 Onvasicm Projects 
investorait prafomiancra mrasur^. 

This APB will be iq^ted as the Opraationai Requirements Dwaimraits fijr each H-60 
Cmvrasion Projecte S^ment are approved. 

Technical Performance Measurement 

Design Reviews arc being used to monitor technical performance and are rqwited in 
acoffltdance wifii DHS periodic reporting requirements based on the r^ults of {wUminary 
and critical d^gn reviews. 


Summary of significant Key Praformance Parameters (for refraence only), DetaiM H-60 
Conversion Projects performance thr«holds and objectives are addrras^ in Sections D 
throu^G. 



CHa 

! B 1 

Segment 1 - Avionics Upgrade 

1 • Fli^t Management System 
(FMS) 

‘ Pilot and Cojalot 

1 displays Nig^t Vision 
Compatible. 

All aircrew positions: 
TCAS 11, auto search 
patterns 


Display FMS, 

Navigation, engine 
informatiem and TCAS 


- Tarain Avoidance 

Low Probability of 
Intercept Radar Altimrfer 

Assistol AH»oach and 
iMiding Sj^toa 

-Communications 

ICS, HP, VHP and UHF, 

andMILSATCOM 

radios 

VHF Datdink c^iAle, 
Mult^le HF (hamels, 

UHF data and Imagray 
transmission, VHF and 
UHF draectitm and 
tradrmg i 
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S^pneat 2 - EO/IR 

- Flight htona^nmt System 


Indepraidrait OuQmt to all 
di^iays 

- Flight Mmagement Systran 

GPS/INS Integration 

Search li^t, radar and 
tactical data link 
integration 

- Fli^t Managaneat Systran 

Auto-traddng 

Axdo target recognition 

S^ment 3 - Search Radar 

; -Intefea 

Radar diall be interfaced 
with CAAS codqat 

Not E^icabie 

- Mean Time Betw^ Failure 800 hours 

1200 hours 

- Target-tradcing 

1 tar^ of interest 

5 targets of inteirat 1 

Segment 4 - ( 

C4ISR and Component Recapitalization 

i - Fli^t Management Systran 

Tactical Data 
transmission and receive 

Record^lajhack, 
correlate sensor inputs 
with internal and extranal 
data 

- Fli^t Managranrait System 

Surface/Air Contact 
Tracking Search; 
integrated surfece 
seardi/weather radar 

Traddng data: Direct 
exchange with Coast 
GuardTSHS/DOD ncxi^; 
automated aircraft fli^t 

following. 



Surfece/Air Contact 
tracking xardt: Air 
intracqjt. Ground 
mailing and auto- 
dd^on 

-Navigsaion 

Terrain Avoidance: 
Helicqpter Terrain 
j Awareness and Warning 

' I 
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■ • • ■ ■■ -■^-- ■• •■■^ '- - ' - 


System (TAWS) 


- Conuimnications 

Hi^ Frequency (HF): 
Internet Ptotoj»l 
OHnmunications; tactical 
data link 

Military Satellite 
(MILSAT): tactical Data 
Link; Internet Protocol 
data exchange 
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Section C.2: Project Schedule 

The H-60 Convasion Projects APB key schedule parameters reflect revised sdiedide 
projections for H-60 Ccmveision Projeas. The H-60 Coavetsion Projeds Integrated 
Master Sdiedule (IMS) reflects the major events for each s^ment For each segment, 
the H-60 Omversion Injects IMS addresses the required Milestone Dedsions, 
develc^rment of required documaitation as well as r^uiied technical and design reviews. 

FY04 funding r^ignments for the HH-65 Re-Engining effort resulted in a three-year slip 
in attaining Full C^joaticmal Curability for the Avionics Upgrade project 

Delays have also been seen in the MSS project The H-60 MSS was planned as an FY06 
start throu^ IDS to be cmnpleted by ICGS. However, as a result of tire Coast Guard 
taking ov^ the s^tem integrator role from ICGS in late FY07, the project did not begin 
until FY08. Ihe Coast Guard is now pursuing an MSS sdection comprising FLIR and 
Radar Sensor S 3 rstem Discrete Segments. 

The Search Radar ot Radar Sensor System Segment (project) described in the IDS APB 
included the BO/IR requirement The EO/IR requirement is now labeled Discrete 
S^moit 2 and the Search Radar is now labeled Discrete Segment 3. 

Ihe Sovice Life Extensimi Project (SLEP) and Engine Sustainment Discrete Segmmts 
do not add additional capability to the aircraft platform and are only required to extend 
the useful life until 2027. They are only highli^ted in the APB since drey are included 
in the TAC of the MRR. 

The MNS segment (project) described in the EDS APB has been rwiamed the C4ISR and 
Component Recapitalization segment The C4ISR and Component Rec^talization is 
another Disorete Segment of crqrability which was impacted by the shift in System 
Integrator. 

Schedule Performance Measurement 

The project’s baseline schedule has been identified by the Project Manager. The project 
schedule will be monitored and evaluated for baseline compliance by reviewing we^y 
and monthly status reporting requirements. 

The Project Manager will schedule weddy internal me^ngs to discuss the progr^ and 
issues rkated to die H-60 Conversion Projects. A core team of Govemmoit and H-60 
Conversirm Projects direct siq^rt contractors will meet and discuss current progress, 
issues, review rides, and plan mitigation actions as necessary as a rrault of die meetings 
finding. The Project Manager will chair the weekly status me^ings and assign action 
items as required. 

Ihe following is a summary schedule that reflects die beginning and end of each H-60 
Conversion Projects segment. Sections D through G contain the H-60 Conversion 
Projects detailed thrediolds and objectives schedule. 
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Summary Schedule 



Ihrc-.*-!!!- j 


S^ment 1 Start 

2QFY05 

2QFY05 

Segment 1 End (FOC) 

1QFY15 

4QFY14 

Segment 2 (FSS) Contract Award 

4QFY08 

3QFY08 

S^mrat 2 End (FOC) 

2QFY15 

2QFY15 

Segments Start 

2QFY10 

IQFYIO 

Segment 3 End (FCC) 

2QFY18 

1 , ; 

1QFY18 

Segment 4 Start 

2QFY13 

1QFY13 

Segment 4 End (FOC) 

4QFY20 

3QFY20 


S«tionC3 Project Cost 

The H-60 Conversion Proj«:ts APB cost i»rameters reflect current cost projections. The 
IDS APB Life-Cycle Cost Estimate (LCCE) was based on the entire H-60 aittaaft 
platfonn, not on the upgrades noted in this APB. In June 2008 an iqpdate to the 
indcpendait cost estimate was ^epared for fee H-60 Conversion Prcgects. The LCCE 
and Acquisition Cost from this were incotporatel into fee IDS Expajditure Rq>ort 
submitted on 10 June 2008. The iMq)mdait cost ^timate did not include the cost 
incurred to date and was based on a FY4S stqtpoit date. The indq>endBat cost estimate 
was adjusted to include cost incuned to date and a FY27 support date. Therefore, fee 
change to fee LCCE has beat updated to only reflect fee upgrades being pofonned under 
fee H-60 Conversion Projects wife a support date of FY27. The LCCE for fee H-60 
Convmion Projects is now S83S.321M. These cost estimates are consistent wife the 
Capital fav^tment Plan (CIP). 

The Cost Psformance Parameters listed below reflect fee total cost of ail H-60 
Conversions Projects. While the costs of fee Engine Sustainmeait ($23,2M) find SLEP 
($17M) are addressed in the Cost Performance Parametes listed below, they are not 
includol under any segment desoibed in sections D through G- 
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Cost Peifonnance farsaaetm 





Total AoquisitiOT Cost 

$451. 3M 

$487.044M 

$450.967M 

Avionics Upgrade 

Not Specified 

$195.612M 

$181.122M 

! FLIR S®isor Sjratran 

Not Specified 

S36.6S8M 

$33.943M 

Radar Sensor System 

Not Specified 

$6S.462M 

$60.613M 

C4ISR and Ccanponmt Not Specified 

Rs«^talization 

$145.800M 

$135.000M 

&i^e Sustannmait Not Specified 

$18.4S0M $17.083M 

SLEP 

Not Specified 

$25.062M 

$23.20oM 

■ {^taations and 

Maintenance 

Not Specified 

$415.102M 

$384.354M 

Quantities 

42 

42 

42 

Life-Cycle Cost Estimate 

$26,075M 

$902.146M 

$835.32 IM 

Useful Life 

30 Years 



20 Years 

20 Years 


Cost Performaiice Measurements 

The Project Manager is the central coordinating point fisr project resource maBaganent 
including budget forecasts, q>end plans, planned schedule of procuranoits, project 
fitmcial docutnorts, and personnel requirements, nie Project Manag® maintains the H- 
60 Ccmvmion Project financial plan, spoad plan, planned sdteMe of pocuranrats, 
obligation plan, and projetd budget documentation. 
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The following reports m><l documraits will be used to effisctively monitor cost 
perfommnce measurements. 


i ■■■TTi !f,l la 1 ; Will 1 i W .! M . 1 imill 

fSS?WRTO 

■■nSSTfHISITfSi^B 




AR&SC 



Mouflily 

AR&SC 



Monthly 

Matrix/RMT 



Monthly 

AR&SC 



The project’s basdine cods have been identified by the Prcged Managa. Projert cost 
will be momtor^ and evaluated for baseline compliance by reviewing the monthly 
financial status rqxtrt and (he quarterly spend plan update as outlined in file H-60 
Convereion Proj«:ts PMP. 

SECTION D; DISCRETE SEGMENT 1 

The Avionics Upgrade segment replaces the existing H-60 avionics suite with the DoD 
Common Avionics Architosture System, or CAAS. The upgrade includes the additicm of 
S Midti-Function Displays, digital weather radar (Primus), a Collision Avoidance System 
mid Rackr Altimeter. Tlus s^ment is in file CD&D Pha% and currently in a Low Rate 
Initial Production mode. 

The ddmls regarding the changes to this segment can be found in Section A, while file 
management philosophy for Pofoimance, Sdiedule and Cost can be fiiund in Sectimi C. 

S«Sion D. 1 ; Discrete Segment 1 Perfonnance 


Avionics Upgrade 





1 ’ 




■? November 2006 ^ 

,■4^ ' '■vptcin''er lOV 

Hnvironmentai 

■ 

Not 

Specified 


Air Temperature (mm / i Icmg - Moderate 
max '’O -40°/60'’; 

Relative Humidity 
(minrtnax)- 
lOVa'lCKm; Icing- 
Light; Precipitation - 
Heavy Rain, Snow, 

Hail, Freezing Rain; 

■ Tuibulaioe - Moderate 
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Fli^t Not 

User Displays: Pilot & 

User Di^teys: 

Management Specified 

Copilot positions; Dirert 

All airosw 

System 

sunlight /NVIS 

petitions; 


con^tibte; FMS, 

Tactical/ 


Navigation, engine 

Sutveallmice 


infonnation and Traffic 

infonnation 


1 Alert & ColtUicm 

TCASn 


1 Avoidance Syston 

(R^lution 


TCAS: visual display fiir 

Advisory); Auto 


pilot and copilot; aural 

s^rch pations 


i warnings for pilot, 



i copilot, and aircrew; 

Inttpati(»: Ak 


1 Area Navigation 

data, Attitude and 


Integration; Integrated 

referotc^) 


, with automatic flight 



control system / 

Mission 


redundancy. Precision 

Planntiigand 


approach assist; 3-axis‘. 

Executitm; 


heading, attitude and 

Integrated 


yaw references 

missiem data 



loading 


Mission Planning and 


i 

1 Execution: Portable 

Engine 

' ■ 

Flight Planning System 

Monitoring / 


compatible. 

System 



Warning; 


, Engine Monitoring / 

Electronic Fli^t 


j System Warning: 

Bag / chetUst 


Continuous di^lay 

integration 


User Controls: 

User Controls: 

i 

' Indqjendent / redundant 

}nd^)endmt / 


controls 

redundant 


' (pilot & copilot) 

controls 



(all aircrew) 


Automatic f%ht 


i 

Control: Digital/ 4- 

Autmnatic Fli^t 


axis; Autcpilot / Auto 

Control: Auto 


stabilizaticm 

.,12j 

hover transitiem 
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i Navigation Not Redundancy: One Redundancy; 

SpedfiM independent back'll Multiple 


system; Cbi^Hitto ind^paident back- 

FMS for «)«pled }»ver up systens; 

1 Multiple ouQnits to 

i Terrain Avoidance: Fbffi 

Low Probability of 

Intercqn Radar Assisted Approach 

i Altimeter system and Landing: 

Int«®ratedGPSw/ 
Assisted Approach Fault DeteSion as 

and Landi^; pa- CNS ATM 

Instrument Landing stMidard Kjt non 

System ! Marker precision 

Beacon / Glide Slope; approaches that 

TACAN/DME; encompasses Wide 

j Integrated GPS w t Area Augmentetion 

' Fault Detection as per Systan / Local 

' CNS ATM standard for Area Augmentation 

; non precision System 

' approaches 

Traffic Avoidance: 
: Traffic Avoidance: Auto search 

Self contained Area patterns 

1 Navigation 

Transponder: Mode 
1, 2, 3 /A, C, 4 and 5; 

Embedded crypto 
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i Comimasications Not f IntercoiaiBaBicafloii 

IntercouMmicMte 

Specified i i Contr<^ %*« (ICS): 

Contrd Sysftun 

t Dual chaanri / 

(ICS): Private 

1 redandanl; Voice 

diannels; PM«®er / 

actuation (VOX); AH 

Distinguished Visitor 

crew positions 

(DV)p<^t»is 

i High Frequency CEE): 

H^ftequency 

1 5 kHa bandwidth; Clear / 

(BDI^: Mrit^le 

' protected / secure voice; 

ctemds / WiWsand; : 

Automatic Link 

Clear /piote««l/ 

i EstaWishmcnt 

secure voice + dtfia 

Very High Fr^uenqr 

Very^^^ 

1 (VHF); VHF-AM: 8.33 

Frequency (VH^; 

kHz channel separation 

VHF Dida Unte 6.25 ' 

w/ FM inununity; 

kHztdannel 

, Automated guard 

ct^raHlity 

i ! receiver; VHF-FM: 


1 Wideband Marine / 

Ultra High 

1 1 Narrowband (12.SKhz} 

Frequency (UHF); 

i ? con55liaiit; AKX) 25 

Data and imagoy 

i digital / analog; DES / 

transmissions; Type 1 

AES encryption 

+ Type 3 encryption 

; ' Ultra High Frequency 

Direction Finding: 

i ! (BHF): UHF-AM:AM/ 

VHF / UHF toectitm 

[ i FM/ Phase Shift Keyiisg; 

and tracking 

j ' Automated guard 


receiver; Type 1 


! encryption 


Military Satellite 


(MILSAT): SKhz 


i (narrow) / 25Khz (wide) 


circuits; Donand 


Assigned Multiple 


1 Access / Int^rated 


! Waveform 


i s Direction Finding: 406 


i 1 MHz/ 121.5 MHz/ 


i 243.0 MHz detection and 


! tracking 


i 1 14 . 
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Interopw^ility 

Intepation of mission 
system shall provide a 
user intoface in 
accordance with the 
Common Opmting 
Enviicmment User 
Inter&ce specification 

Removed 

Operational 

Availrinlity 

(AO) 

Enhancement 

& 

sustainment 

[»ojects will , 

not de^de 

existing 0.85 

overall 

aircraft 

system 

availability 

(0.71) 

Removed 


Perfonnao<% Revision #1. 

Note: P^lspe^ removed as they are cot relevant to this segment Deto^ion range 
removed as it is a sensor mquirement and is addressed in the sensor segments. 
Operational availability removed as it is a planning fector and not a sponsor requiremart. 
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Section D.2: Disor^e S^ment i Schedule 






Design Start 

03/05 

No Change 

No Change 

D^gn End 

10/06 

No Change 

No Change 

OT&EStart : 

4QFY07 

3QFY08 

2QFY08 

OT&E End 

3QFY08 

4QFy09 

3QFY09 

Low Rate Initial Production 

Start 

Not Specified 

SQFYOS 

2QFY08 

Milratone 3 Derision 

Not Specified 

IQFYIO 

4QFY09 

IOC 

4QFY08 

IQFYIO j 

4QFY09 

FOC 1 

FY12 

IQFYIS 

4QFY14 


SAedule Revision # 1 . 

Note: Delays attributed to FY04 &nding realignment for the HH-65 Re-Engining effiwt 



Not specified S195.612M 


Total Acquisiticm Cost 


S85.352M 


$79.030M 


$280.964M 


$2€0.152M 


Not specified 


Quantities 


Useful life 


20 Yearn 


SECTION E; DISCRETE SEGMENT 2 
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conttact has b^i awarded to FLIR Sjistems Inc. The selected Line RqjlaceAle 
Unit/Lowest R^laceable Unit (LRU) has completed DT on an H-65 aircraft and has 

fHowi to be file most advaacrf sysfan in the woild for te size. DT for EO/IR 
integralicm cm an H-60 will begin in 1 QFY09. Two possible momtu:® lormtions on tite 
H-60 are teing considrod; die nose md the ri^t spomon. The HIDS installation hdps 

l^al iwoiding requirements not addressed by the ©tisting voi<» and data re(»rding 

sj^ems. 

The details regarding the change to this segment can be found in Section A, while the 
managranent philosophy for Paftmnance, Schedule and Cost can be found in Section C. 

Sation E. 1 : Discrete Segment 2 Perfoimance 

FUR Sensor System 

Performattcc iLse! .-se Rc.isiouai 


Ki^FteSRWUr Thrc^lfoId Objcetiu' 


Haae. CDftD ’b re'nuirv 2<»h8 


Fli^t Management System 

I Not Specified 

! Independent 
^ output to 
' coc^it displays 

Independent 
output to all 
i di^lays 

Flight Management System 

Not Specified 

■ Int^rated with 
' GPS /INS 

Integrated with 
RADAR/ 
Searehlight / 
Tactical Data 
Link 

Flight Managonent System 

Not Specified 

Auto-tradking 

Auto Target 
Recognition 

Navigation 

Not Specified 

Imagery /Geo- j 

position 

infonnation 

Audio system 
interfoce 


Section E.2: Distaete Segment 2 Schedule 

Plisici CDAEJ * ‘.i -=.t's=-r: ?:tk- 


Circ-aL- A-asp... Not Ssssiftal 

#Or¥li Siplll 
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-i. .«. _ . - — ■ , 



Cr.tical Design Review (CDR) 

Not SpedSed 

1QFY09 

4QFV08 

Test Reading Review (TRR) 

Not Specified 

1QFY09 

4QFY08 

; DT&E Start 

Not Specified 

IQFYW 

4QFY08 

DT&EEnd 

Not Specified 

2QFY09 

1QFY09 

Pnxluaion Reading Review 
(PRR) 

Not Specified 

3QFY09 

2QFY09 

OT&E Start 

IQFY08 ' 

3QFY09 

2QFY09 

OT&EEnd 

2QFY08 

4QFY09 

3QFY09 

Milestone 3 Decision 

Not Specified 

IQFYIO 

4QFY09 

IOC 

4QFY07 

IQFYIO 

-«3FY09 

FOC 

Fyi2 

2QFY15 

1QFY15 

Design Start 

4QFY06 

Removed 

Remoi cd 

Design End 

2QFY07 

Removed 



Removed 


Schedule Reviston #1. 

Note; Delays attributed to the Coast Guard becoming the System Integrator. 
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Hbttw. CDAD 

fiwsbRr 


Total Acquisition Cost 

Not Specified 

$36.658M 

$33.943M 

O&S Costs 

Not Specified 

S39.501M 

$36.575M 

LCCE 

Not Specified 

$76.159M 

$70.518M 

Quantities 

Not Specified * 

42 

42 

UseflilLife 

Not Spwified 

20 Years 

20 Years 


SECTION F: DffiCRETE SEGMENT 3 


Disraete s^ni®t 3 adds a nerw multi-mode radar, dramatically improving the aircraft’s 
cqjabilities and effectiveness. The specification for a solicitation to purdiase a {oototype 
system is b^g finalized. 

The d^ls recoding the changes to this segment can be found in Section A, while the 
management philosophy for Performance, Schedule and Cost can be found in Section C. 


Section F. 1 : EHscrete Segment 3 Perfonnaace 



Radar Sensor System 


Shall mter&% wifo the 
CAAS cockpit, be able to 
display info on fee MFD. 


M^m Time B^eai Failure 


Not Specified 1 Target of 
Inter^t 



584 



2(K)ft vessd miniitHim 
detection range/altitude 
AWL. 


Not Specified 8000 Square 
Meteas 


400ft vessel mininnmi 
detection mige/altitude 
AWL. 


Section F.2: Disctete Segment 3 Schedule 


Not Specified 


System Requirements 
Review (SRR) 


2QFY10 


IQFYIO 


Not Specified i 4QFY10 


3QFY10 


Milestone 2 Decision 


Not Specified 


System Functional Review 
(SFR) 


4QFY10 


3QFY10 


IQFYll 


4QFY10 


Contract Award 


Not Specified 


Preliminary Design Review 
(PDR) 


4QFY10 


IQFYH 


Critical Design Review 
(CDR) 


IQFYll 


4QFY10 


2QFYn 


IQFYll 


DT&E Start (Fedearted) 


2QFY11 


IQFYll 


DT&E End (Fedmted) 


2QFY12 


1QFY12 


Production Reading 
Review (PRR) 


2QFY12 


1QFY12 
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Milestone 3 Decision 

Not Specified 

4QFY12 

3QFY12 

OT&E Start (Mtegr^d) 

t 1QFY08 

3QFY13 

2QFY13 


j 2QFY08 

4QFY13 

3QFY13 

IOC 

1 4QFY07 

3QFY14 

2QFY14 

FOC 

FY12 

2QFY18 

1QFY18 

Design Start 

4QFy06 

Removed 

Removrf 

Design &]d 

2QFY07 

Removal 

Rfflnoved 

Scliediiie Revkion #1. 

Note; Delays attributed to the Coast Guard becoming tire System Integrator. 

Section F.3; Discrete Segment 3 Cost 









Total Acquisition Cost 

Not specified 

$65.462M 

S60.613M 

Costs 

Not ^ectfied 

$49.620M 

$45.944M 

LCCE 

Not specified 

SU5.082M 

$106.557M 1 

Quantities 

Not specified 

42 

42 

Useful Life 

Not specified 

20 Yrars 

20 Yesffs 

SECTION G: DISCRETE SEGMENT 4 


Discrete segment 4 will address Common Operating Picture (COP) and sensOT 
requir«naits not adiievaJ by previous upgr^c segments. TMs segment will also aAfcess 
emoging obsol w»ce issues. At this time requirement for ids segment ate in iie 
develqsnmt stage. Additicsially, an engineering analyst will be combicted to identify 
recapitalizatimi candidate. Further perfonnance and schedule details fotbisse^tit 
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Navigation 

NotSpedfied 

Terrain 

Avoidance: 
Helicopter Tarain 
Awareness and 
Warning System 



t 

Radar Data 
Overlay: Ability 
to display moving 
m^ and overlay 
radar data onto 
tactical display. 


Communications 

Not Specified 

H4;h Freqnenty 
(HF) t Intend 
Protocol 

communications ; 
Tactical Data Link 

. 


\ 

Military Satellite 
(MILSAT): 

Tactical Data Link; 
Internet fttrtocol 
data exchange 


Improved Dynamic 
Components 

Not Specified 

Availability: 71% 
AoWith 17,659 
labor 

hours/airfiame 

year 

Total operational cost 
reduced by 7% 


1 

Operational Cost: 
Total opaational 
cost reduced by 5% 



Ferformance Revisto #1. 

Ncjte: Ori^aal KPP were based on CIAAT Baseline Asset Charactoistics bs^ to 
develop SIXJIP, not cm the KPPs outlined in the Avionics Upgrade and MSS ORD. 
KPPs accmattdy reflect the contests of the Avionics Upgrade and MSS ORDs. 
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illHBIR 

HMjjll 



Section O 3 Discrcif Segsamt 4 Cost 


$13S.000M 


Not specified 


$145.800M 


Total Acquisition 
Cbst 


Not specified 


$342.900M 


Not specified 


Not specified 


Quantities 


20 Years 


Not specified 


20 Years 


Usefiil life 
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U.S. Department of 
Homeland Security 

United States 
Coast Guard 



OomrmtnciEH^ 

UniiecI States Coast Quatt! 


MEMORANDUM 


1530 Wtem Blvd, Si^e m> 
VA 22209 

Staff Symtoot; CQ-931 
Phone; {571) 227^7340 
Pax; |S?n 218-3422 
Ema^: st#ve.kelio^#uscg,mS 

8 Oci 200S 


9000 


From: 


To: 



CG-931 


Reply to CG~93I4 
Attn of: S. Kellogg 
X7-7349 


Subj: H«) CONV'ERSION PROJECTS LIFE CYCLE COST ESTIMATE VARIANCES 

Ref: (a) Wyle Laboratories. Medium Range Recovery Helicopter (MH-bOT) USCG Office of 

Aviation Acquisition (CG-93 1) Life Cycle Cost Estimate Update dtd 2 September 2CX)8 

1 . Reference (a) was commissioned by CG-93 1 4 in order to obtain an independent Life 
Cycle Cost Estimate (lECE) for the HH-60 Conversion Projects. 

2. The summary of reference (a) is as follow.s: 



Threshold 

OWsetIvs 1 

Upgrades 

AC&I 

OE 

AC&I 

OE 

Avionics Upgrade 

$ 


$ 84,697 

$177,057 

$ 79.030 

FUR 

? 

48,132 

$ 40,172 

$ 46,291 

$ 36,575 

Radar 

$ 


$ 49,993 


$ 45,944 

C4ISR 

$ 


$ 105,375 

$ 65,1CK) 

$ 91.630 

tEscffiiaipi 

fl 






■■■■■ 



■■■■ 

SLEP 

o 


$ 30,677 

$ 47,354 


Engine 

$ 

14245 

$ 13,189 

$ 13.312 


II III iii ii 1 \mm 

o 


$ 43,866 



HHHlHHHHIi 

IBUflBHH 

iiiiiiiiimiH 

IHBHBI 

■HBH 


i. 

500,525 

$ 324,103 




3. Upon further examination of reference (a). Threshold and Objective AC&l estimates did 
not identify Discrete Segments OE funds subsequently were affected due to the 
misalignment and also didn't conform to the 8% threshold and objective DHS guidance. 

4. Minor adjustments to the AC&I and OE esumates were made to reflect the PM’.s estimate 
and to account for the 8% deviation in OE. 

5. The following is an updated LCCE which conforms to both the PM and 8% deviation 
between threshold and objettive: 





































Subj: H60 CONVERSION PROJECTS LIFE CYCLE COST 9000 

ESTIMATE VARIANCES 

8 Oct 2008 


USCG 



Threshold 


Upgrades 

AC&t 

OE 

AC&I 

OE 

Aviwtics Upgrade 

$. 

195.612 

$ 85,352 

$181,122 

$ 79,030 

FUR 

$ . 

36.658 

$ 39i501 

$ 33,943 

$ 38,575 

Radar 

.$ 

65.462 

$ 49,ffi0 

$ 60,613 

$ 45,944 

C4ISR 


145,800 

$ 197,100 

$135,000 

$182.S>0 

Total Uparades 

$ 


$371,573 

liM 

$410,678 

$344,049 

Sustainment Projeqts 





SLEP 

-$v 

25,062 

$ 30,595 

$ 23,206 

$ 28,329 

Enqine 

$. 

18,450 

$ 12,934 

$ 17,083 

$ 11.976 

Total Sustainment 

$ ■ 

43,512 

$ 43,530 

$ 40,289 

$ 40,305 






Grand Total 

$ 

487,044 

$415,102 

$450,967 

$384,354 


6. A summary of the variances is as follows; 

• Avionics Upgrade : 

o Reference (a) was based on analogous data simi lar to other Avionics Upgrade 
projects. 

o The PMs estimate is based on actual material and labor costs through the first 
several aircraft. 

• Service Life Extension Projects (SLEP): 

o Reference (a) was based on analogous data similar to other SLEPs. 

o The PMs estimate is based on actual material and labor costs through the first 
several aircraft. 

• Engines : 

o Reference (a) was based on analogous data similar to other military Engine 
Sustainment projects. 

o The PMs estimate is based on known costs from existing DoD contracts currently 
being utilized to assist our upgrade efforts. 

• Radar : 

o Reference (a) was based on analogous data similar to other Radar projects. 

o Reference (a) assumes all radar efforts will be accomplished during segment 3. 

o The PMs estimate highlights that subsequent radar upgrades will be incorporated 
in segment 4. 

• C4ISR/Comt>onent Recac : 

o The segment does not have Operational Requirements identified. 

o Reference (a) for tiiis segment was based on a “budget wedge” that was identified 
for the purposes of Acquisition Program Baseline submission. 

o The PMs estimate is based on preliminary discussions with sponsor on C4ISR and 
the support manager for component necapitaliration. 
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Subj: H60 CONVERSION PROJECTS LIFE CYCLE COST 9000 

ESTIMATE VARIANCES 

8 Oct 2008 

7, Please contact Mr. Steve Kellogg (CG-9314) at Stephen.a.kellogg@uscg.mil with any 
questions or concerns. 


# 

CC: CG-924 
CG-928 


3 
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Wssfatngten, DC 20528 


« ' .Homeland 
Security 


DECQ82I»5 

ACQUISITION DECISION MEMORANDUM 


MEMORANDUM FOR: 


FROM; 


Vivien S. Crea VADM 
Vice Admiral, U.S. Coaat Guard 


Elaine C Duke 
Under Secretary fiar' 




SUBJECT; 


REF: 


National Secuti^ Cutter Updated Acquisition 
Program BaseliiM (Version 1.0} 

DHS .Acquisition Program Baseline Guidance 


Tbe attached Acquisition Prt^am Baseline (APB) (Vcision 1 .0) for the National Security Cutter 
(NSC) Program ^ been reviewed and ap]»oved. The APB serves as the docurnemed progiam of 
record for the NSC Program, and die program is at^jtoved to escecute in ffixordance with the cost, 
scJieduIe and perfonnance baselines established in foe APB. 

In parallel with NSC execution, foe following action is to be completed and submitted to Jim Manzo, 
Director, Cost Analysis Division in the Office of the Chief Procurement Officer (OCPO): 

• Provide an updated life cycle cost estimate of the NSC program, in accordance with OCPO 
guidance, within six months of the date of this memo . 


If you have any questions, please contact Page Glennie at (202) 447-5492. 
Attachment 


cc: 

Deputy Secretary 

Asaaaat Seonamy for Policy 

DHS Chief Financial Officer 
DHS Chief Procurement Officer 
DHS Chief Infonnaiion Officer 
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U.S. Department of 
Homeland Security 

United States 
Coast Guard 


'W 


Commandant 

United Coast ^jard 


2100 Second Street, S.W. 
Washhgti^. OC 20^S>0001 
Staff Symbol: CG-9D 
Ptwne: (202) 476-3(»0 
Fax: (202) 47M916 


5000 


MEMOEANP- 



From: Michael F. Tangora 

Deputy Assistant Commandant 
for Acquisition (CG-9d) 


To: Paul Schneider 

Vice Chair, DHS Investment Review Board 


OCT 0 1 2008 


Reply to Mr. Peter J. Boyd 
Attn of: (202)475-3150 


Subj: APPROVAL OF NATIONAL SECURITY CUTTER ACQUISITION PROGRAM 
BASELINE REVISION 


Ref: (a) Deepwater Acquisition Decision Memorandum of 1 5 May 2007 

I . The attached National Security Cutter (NSC) Acquisition Program Baseline (APB) replaces 
the NSC APB that was forwarded to DHS on 8 Jan 2008. It is being submitted for your approval 
as required by reference (a). 


# 
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NATIONAL SECURITY CUTTER (NSC) 


Acquisition Program Baseline (APB) 
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National Security Cuttra- Acquisition Program Baseline vl .0 


Version I.O-Sep 
2007 -Phase! 


Version 1.0 -Sep 
2008 Phase n 


: Effecti¥e Bite 


This NSC APB verskm (phssc I of this APB ctemge) has 
bees chained from the Integrated Deepwamr System 
APB VcTStOE l.l Approved by DHS IRB on 15 May 

2007 to account for changes to the NSC baseline fruough 
Sep 2007. This APB vmicn was submitted for approval 

to die Department and subsequently rescinded in August 20 September 2007 

2008 in Older to toclude changes over the past ^r. This 
Ph^ I (of 2) includes an increase in Total Acquisition 
Cost fitim S3,45(M to S3,970M and changes to sevaal 
schedule puaxneters resulting from delays in NSC #1 

develonment. 


This phase 2 change include an increase in Total 
Acquisition Cost fitxn S3^70M to S4,749M caused by 
detrimental econ<»nic coadiboits realized over the past 
year dtat have stemmed from licgaing efrbets of Katrina 24 S^ember 2008 
on the Gulf Coast Shipbaiilding work force« rising cost of 
Oil, Value of the U. S. Dollar relative to foreign cunency 
and increasme conunodi 
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National Security Cutta Acquisition Program Baseline vl .0 


TABLE OF CONTENTS 

TWe/ParasranSi 

Pase Number 

Section A: Revision Summary 

A-1 

Section B: Top-Level Investment Baseline 

B-1 

Section B.l: Investment Performance 

B-3 

Section B.2: Investmait Cost 

B4 

S^tion B.3: Investment Schedule 

B-5 



596 


National Security CuttCT Acquisition Program Baseline vl .0 


SECTION A. REVISION SUMMARY -VERSION 1.0 

BACKGROUNS: The purpose of the NSC .'VPB is to update the NSC baseline information from 
the Integrated Deqrwater System (IDS) APB. The Coast Guard IDS Acquisition Program 
Baseline (APB) was ^proved by the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) Investment 
Review Board (IRB) on 15 May 2(X)7. However, the Decision Memorandum required the Coast 
Guard to provide an updated APB that: 

a. Aligns with the post-9/11 De^water Mission Needs Statement (and its siqqrorting 
performance gap analysis) and latest update to the Deepwat^ Implementation plan; and 

b. Reflects revised cost and schedule projections for NSC, including the impacts of the August 
2007 Consolidated Contract Action and all open issues. Th^ include: Structural/fetigue 
enhancements (including both forward fit and retrofit into NSC #1 and #2), and the impact of 
the 2007 shipyard strike. 

APB REVISION: The changes to the November 2006 NSC APB are structured in two phases 
and are synopsiaed as follows: 

Phase 1: The dianges to the APB due to impacts described above in the Decision Memorandum 
are presented as the Phase 1 change to the APB baseline of November 2006. These changes are 
due to outcomes of the Consolidated Contract Action of August 2007, structural enhancements, 
and imjacts of die 2007 diipyard strike. 

a. Cost Performance Parametos: NSC Total Acquisition Cost has increased fixm $3,450M to 
$3,970M to account for all open issues described above, 

b. Schedule Performance Paxametas: Ddays in the development of NSC #1 have resulted in 
^proximately one year slips to sev^ NSC #1 schedule pafonnance parameters and a two 
year slip in delivering the final asset. 

Phase 2: Over the past year, numerous dctrimoital changes in economic conditions have 
impacted the project^ cost of the NSC program. These include weakening value of the dollar, 
rising commodities prices, and regional labor market costs. The impacts of these changes to the 
APB are captured as the Phase 2 (±ange herein. 

a. Cost Perfbnnance Parameters: NSC Total Acquisition Cost increased from $3,970M to 
$4,749M to account for Phase 2 issues described above. The resulting additional inaease in 
die total acquisition cost baseline above Phase 1 is $779M. 


A-1 
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National Security Cutter Acquisition Program Baseline vl.O 


SECTION B, TOP LEVEL INVESTMENT BASELINE 

The NSC will be capable of prolonged on-scene pr«ence, extended transits and forwtud 
deployment. It will have improved interoperability, a significantly enhanced C4ISR suite, a 
robust Common Opaational Picture and sensors that enhance surveillance, detection, 
classification, identification, and proseaition performance to an unprecedented level. The 
manning concept decouples the ship operational tenipo (OPTEMPO) from the personnel tempo 
(PERSTEMPO). This will enable the cutter to deploy 230 Days Away From Homeport (DAHP) 
annually consisting of: 185 days imderway (165 mission days and 20 average transit days) and 
45 in-port logistics days, while maintaining the current PERSTEMPO of the crew of 1 85 DAHP. 
This is a 24% increase in ship annual operating days compared to the High Endurance Cutter. 
The NSC will conduct proactive and reactive patrols within its assigned operating areas md will 
provide a robust Command and Control capability for the Task Unit Commander or the On- 
Scene Commander. With a 12,000 nautical mile range, the NSC and its dqjloyed air and boat 
assets will operate worldwide within the range of its perfonnance parameters in support of all 
Congressionally-mandated missions. 

The following is a summary of the DHS strategic goals, programs and program performance 
goals that will be directly supported by the NSC program. 

1 ) DHS Strategic Goal: Continue to Protect our Nation finm Dangerous People 

a) Program : Drug Interdiction 

Program Performance Goal : Reduce the flow of illegal drugs entering the U.S. via non- 
commercial maritime shipping sources. 

b) Program : Migrant Intadiction 

Program Performance Goal : Eliminate the flow of undocumented migrants via maritime 
routes to the U.S. 

c) Program : Other Law Enforcement 

Profnam Performance Goal : Reduce the number of illegal vessel incursions into the U.S. 
Exclusive Economic Zone. 

2) DHS Strategic Goal: Protect Critical Infrastructure 

a) Program : Marine Environmental Protection 

Program Poformance Goal : Eliminate oil spills and diwnica! discharge incidents. 

b) Program : Living Marine Resources 

Program Performance Goal : Achieve sustained fisheries regulation compliance on our 
Nation’s Oceans. 

c) Program : Ports Waterways and Coastal Security (PWCS) 

Program Poformance Goal : Reduce homeland security risk in the maritime domain. 


B-1 
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d) Program : Marine Safety 

Program Pafomanee Goal : Eliminate maritime fatalities and injuries on our Nation’s 
oceans and waterways. 

3) DHS Strategic Goal: Build a Nimble, Effective Emergency Response System and Culture of 
Preparedness 

a) Program : Defense Readiness 

Program Performance Goal : Su{^n our national security and military strategies by 
ensuring assets are at the hi^ level of readiness required by the combatant commander. 

b) Program : Search and Rescue 

Program Performance Goal : Save marinas in imminent danger on our Nation’s oceans 
and waterways. 


B-2 
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National Security Cutter Acquisition Program Baseline vl .0 


SECTION B.1: INVESTMENT PERFORMANCE 

The NSC APB investmait performance parameters align with the post-9/1 1 Deepwater Mission 
Needs Statement and are the same as the Key Performance Parameters (KPPs) listed in the NSC 
Capabilities Production Document The threshold is the minimum value necessary to provide an 
opraational capability that will satisfy the requirement The objective is a value beyond the 
threshold that provides a performance capability above the threshold that may be attainable 
within the costs identified in the NSC APB. 


r -V. -- 





28 


3J 


(KNOTS) 

PATROL SPEED® 

(KNOTS) 

OPERATING 
RANGE ® (NM) 

DETECTION 
RANGE ®''(NM) 

CONTINUOUS 
EFFICIENT 
OPERATIONS ® 

(SEA STATE) 

OPERATIONAL 
AVAILABtUTYAo 

] . la ^ toad coadititm. calm water, de^ water, and dean huU 

2. hi mediuinaea state 


28 



15 


15 


15 


12,000 


12,000 


12,000 


U.7 


11.7 


11.7 

MID 5 

THROUGH 6 

MID5 

THROUGH 

6 

MIDS 

irffiOUGH 6 

0.85 

0.90 

0.85 

0.90 

0.85 

0.90 


3. Cateutaled with the msdmun] ibel at the most estmomicai speed 

4. Based co a mediuni size target, dear weather, aad 90^ prdnbility of tteection. 

5. ForTeplcoishmcat and bdow dedc stowage, opeeckn is at best beadii^ 


TECHNICAL PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT 

Developmental Testing and Evaluation (DT&E) and routine, thorough on-site inspections are 
being used to monitor technical performance. 
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SECTION B.2: INVESTMENT COST 

The NSC APB cost parameters reflect revised cost projections for NSC, including the impacts of 
the August 2007 Consolidated Contrail Action (CCA) and all open issues. These include impacts 
of Katrina, stractural/fatigue enhancements (including both forward fit, beginning with NSC #3, 
and retrofit into NSC 1 and 2), and the impact of the 2007 strike (Phase 1). Additional cost 
increase are reflected as Phase 2 whidi account for the recently encountered ami now-projected 
cost incaeases attributable to the weakening value of the dollar, rising commodities prices, and 
regional labor market costs. These cost estimates will be reflected in a revision to the FVIO 
Capital Investment Plan. 



COST 

Sj.4S@M 

■ ■ 


QUANTITY 

8 

8 

8 

LIFE-CYCLE COST 
ESTIMATE 

$23,SI8M 

S24,277M<^> 

USEFUL UFE 

30 YEARS 

30 YEARS 


Cost RevislOQ #1 

' Reflects impacts of the CCA stiuctuial/&tigae enbancemests, the impact of a 2007 shipyaid strike. 

^ Reflects impacts of the p«sistent ht^ts of Katrina to Shipbuilding labor ibice resuJting in retention challeages, 
loss of learning and green labor, pervasive impacts of the rising cost of oil and commodities, and declining value 
of flK U. S. Dollar relative to fijieign currency. 

’ Reflects changes in Total Actpiisition Cost Revised LCCE is under development 

Cost Performance Messurements 

Earned Value Management (EVM) is being used to monitor cost performance and is reported in 
accordance with DHS periodic reporting requirements. Integrated Baseline Reviews for NSCs 
#2 and #3 were completed in January and July (respectively) 2008. 


B-4 
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SECTION B 3; INVESTMENT SCHEDULE 

The NSC APB key schedule parameters reflect revised sdiedule projecti<Mis for NSC rMulting 
fiom revised delivery dates established at the CCA, acceptance of NSC #1 in May 2008, and 
revised production plans. 



Kv'iiJ IHW. 



1 ( i iiiiK Vi pinsf , 

l-ait>IH 1 -k m.ri »»!i.Wi!iW!i 

u-MAla.., 


- -5 ^ 

FIRST ASSET DEUVERED 

Q4FY07 

QSFYOS 

Q3FYS8 » 

DEVELOPMENTAL TESTING & 
EVALUATION (DT&E) 
COMPLETE 

Q4Fy07 

Q3FY09 

Q3FY09™ 

P&D DTO COMPLETE (FINAL 
ACCEPTANCE) 

Q4FY08 

Q3FY09 ® 

Q3FY99 ® 

IOC 

Q4FY08 

Q4FV09“’ 

Q4FY09 

OT&E COMPLETE 

Q4FYIO 

Q4FYI0 

Q4FY11 “• 

FINAL ASSET DELIVERED/FOC 

FY14 

FYI6 ™ 

FYld" 


Schedule RevisfOE #1 

' Impacts of Hurricane Katrina and Government driven changes in schedule have induced aj^roximately one year 
delay in delivwy. 

^ Impacts of Hmricane Katrina, Qoverament driven changes and the now-planned post-deliveiy ins'allation of GFE 
extenial communications and SCIF equipment have induced approximately two year dday in DT&E Technical 
Evaluation. 

’ Impacts of Huiricane Katrina and Government driven changes on schedule have induced approximately one year 
del^ in completion of die Production and Dq>loyment DTO (completed at end of 1 year wanrmty period). 

* Inq>ac& of Huiricane Katrina and Government driven changes on schedule have induced approximately one year 
delay in anticipated attainment of IOC. 

’ OT&E conqtletion remains as previously scheduled 

* Delay in NSC #1 delivery and revised multi-phase approach to OT&E have extended completton of OT&E to 
FYll. 

’’ Impacts of Hurricane Katrina, Government driven changes and reassessment of production duration based on 
sh^yard perfonnaoce to dale, schedule analysis, and the CCA. 

Schedule Perforraance Measuremeat 

The Integrated Master Schedule (IMS) and EVM are being used to monitor sdiedule 

performraice. Schedule data is reported in accordance with DHS periodic retorting 

requirements. 


B-5 
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ACQUISITION PROGRAM BASELINE (APB) 
for the 

RESPONSE BOAT-MEDIUM (RB-M) 
ACQUISITION PROJECT 
Revision 2 
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Validated by: 
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Endorsed by; 


Endorsed by: 


Endorsed by; 


Endorsed by: 
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Chief. A^uisition Support Office (CG-924) 
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Section A: Revision Snmnury 

The Response Boat-Medium (RB-M) Acquisition Project developed an initial 
Acquisition Program Baseline (APB) in preparation for Acquisition Decision Event 
(ADE) 2 in April 2005. The 2005 APB Life Cycle Cost Estimate (LCCE) was based on 
die analysis of the three {siniary assets in Mmsideration for die RB-M production 
ccmtiact Operating personi^l costs were considered equal for e^ alternative asset and 
not included in the Operations & Support estimate for the APB. 

Revision 1 was approved in September 2006 after the award of the production contract to 
reflect the actual acquisition c(^ associated with die selnned alternative. Total 
Acquisition Costs were updated using the final pricing schedule negotiated in the 
contract. The Operations and Su{^rt estimate remained unchanged from April 2005. 

In {neparation of ADE-3 (ctelegated to the Coast Guard Comprment Acquisition 
Ex^tive (CAE)) for entry into the Produce/Deploy/Su{^rt phase of the project, the 
LCCE has been tqidated using known costs to date and updated pricing infinmation 
validated by an Iridependent Cost Estimate (ICE) completed by the Business 
Management and Metrics Division (CO-9283) of the Office Of Resource Management. 
This APB revision reflects changes identified in Operations St, Support primarily driven 
by increased fuel prices and the iiKlusion of operating personnel costs. All other 
parameters of the APB, including Total Acquisition Costs, remain valid. 


'imi " IK Nt 

Original 

Prepared for Acquisition Decision 
Event #2 

Revision #1 

Revised to include actual acquisition 
pricing costs used in contract award 

Revision #2 

Revised Opoations and Support costs 
to include operating persminel and 
increased firel costs 


ruviiiM. o.iu 


01 April 2005 
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Section B: Introdnction 
B J. Strategic Goab 

The RB-M Acquisition Projea was established to procure 180 new small boats to replace 
the aging 41-foot Utility Boats (UTB) (and c4ha' large non-standard boats) with assets 
mote capable of meeting the Coast Guard’s multi-mission opoational lequirertKots, 
including Maritime Safety, MaiitiiiK Security. Maritime Mobility, National Defense, and 
Protection of Natural Resources. 

Response Boat-Medium Project alignment - the shows specific alignments of the 

RB-M as an operational ass« supporting the USCG Mission Programs and DHS Strategic 
Goals and Objectives; 


USCG Mlssim-Program -per Homehmd Securtiy Act <^2002, Section 888 



1 ^ 

1 


✓ 

i ^ 

1 - 

i ✓ 

T T ^7^ 

SMfOhS 
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SaMy 
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') «»— J— — 

loi 

Qfvmam 

PraMoisfi 



UnaNumeUM CuwLbhi P&iti Wra-wiys 

Entommtnl imOusn' Rns.-".)' 

1 'HnMor. IPiOMEEZ' SfCaiVr 


DHS Stmlegk Goals and {Htjectives, Fiscal years HX)8-20I3 


✓ 
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1 
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8-2 8^ 
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EmMcaiM ,„.:x smeiheiiOiitiwonr 

Mnanetia 111(1 

: : RaannnCaMtt, 

awwgftwinyur^DHS 

QpvtfcnBsid 


BJI.MlasiiuiNeed 

Coast Guard mission requirements, particularly in terms of maritime security, have 
changed markedly since the 41' UTB was built. The RB-M offers a number of 
opportunities for improvements over the existing fleet 41 ’ UTBs and other boats in 
turns of petfomtance, crew efficiency and operational availability. Several program 
requhements and extensive field cotiunandu input indicate a need for an RB-M that is 
substantially faster (e.g., 40+ knots versus 26 knots) than the 41’ UTB to support new 
homeland security operations. Such capability will also improve effectiveness of Search 
and Rucue (SAR), Alien Migrant Interdiction, Drag Interdiction, Law/Treaty 
Enfucunent, Potts, Waterways, and Coastal Security (PWCS), and National Defense 
missions. 

Int^rated navigation and sensing systems compliant with modun international radio- 
telq^one standards provirte the RB-M with improved communications and search 
cap^ilities compared to the 41-foot UTB, thereby improving mission effectiveness. 
Interoperability of tte RB-M with Rescue 21 equipment enhances overall command and 
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control as well as crew saf^y in coastal zon^. Moreover, crew efficiency is iininoved in 
a number of areas relating to human fact«s and engiMoing. For exampl^ 

• Self righting candtilitv provides iimaoved survivabiKtv in higher sea states 

• Self-fiaadeting allows more ^cieot boarding and towing operaticms 

• tenaoved surv ivar recovery amm«m«it immoves crew effectiveaiess 

• Seaire satting fta ^ crewitBmber in an environmentallv controlled cabin enables 
greater mission mdonmce with less crew fatigue 

Mtthods to achieve the above iiKlude erDpbasizing the ability to maintain and replace 
RB-M components quickly by providing improved depot level maintenance support. 
Purtter efficiencies are gtdnal by providing maintenance relief vessels to substitute for 
station boats during major maintmance and casualty rqnirs. The RB-M is also being 
built m (Umoisions that will allow for commercial overland transportation to support 
deployed surge qrmtions and technical data will be formatted to support the ongoing 
organizational logistics transformation. 

B3. Project Descriptton 

The RB-M Acquisition Strategy is two-phased: 

• Phase I - a full and open competitive Request For Prt^sal (RFP), selection of 
three contractors to build test boats, followed by develt^mental testing and 
evaluation to validate RB-M tequir»nents. 

• Phase II - a competitive RFP, limited to the three Phase 1 contrmitors, for 
production and logistics support for approximately 180 boats that meet the Coast 
Guard’s multi-mission requirements. 

Phase I- The Three Test Boats 

The RFP for the test boats was released 9 August 2002 and contracts for three test boats 
were awarded on 2 May 2003. The test boats were delivered 29 October 2003. The Coast 
Guard conducted extensive in-water developmental testing and evaluation after accq)ting 
the Phase I test boats. Personnel from Coast Guard multi-mission stations wim operate 
and maintain small boats on a daily basis participated in the in-water testing. The Naval 
Surftce Warfare Crater Carderock Divisicm - Combatant Craft Department - conducted 
the technical analysis of the data gathered from the accqaance, performance, mission 
effectiveness, and supportability testing. The evaluation results were used to validate 
govemmrat requarairats and verify industry's ability to meet those requirements using 
non-developiirental, state of the market technology at a reasonable price. Select portions 
of the Phase 1 test results were also furnished to the Phase 1 contractors for additional 
research and development atxl for use in (teveloping their Phase n proposals. 

Phase II- Primary Contract Award for the fleet of 180 RB-Ms 

On 21 June 2006, the RB-M contract for (hase 11 of the acquisition, design, construction, 
outfit and delivray of the RB-M system, was awarded to Muinrae Marine Corporation 
(MMC) of Marinette, Wisconsin. MMC’s primary subcontractOT for design and 
constructira of the initial RB-Ms is Kvkhak Marine Industries (KMI) in Kent, 
Washington. Detailed ctesign was completed in June 2007 and construction started on the 
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first RB-M in July 2007. The first boat was delivered in March 2008, initiating 
Operational Testing and Evaluation (OT&E). 

During Low Rate Initial Production (LRIP), RB-Ms w^ delivered at a rate of 
amnoximately one per month to field units lepresoiting the most diverse opoational and 
raivironn^tal conditions possible to ensure OT&E was repesmtative of all conditions 
tte RB-M will encounter once fully (teploynJ. Preliminary OT&E results showed that the 
LRIP ass^ HMet all of the Critical C^tfaticnial Parameters idoitified in the Operational 
Requirements Docummt (ORD). 

The FY08 ^n^riation provided funding to place suffictent orders to warrant opraing a 
second production facility in Green Bay, Wisconsin. This facility qpeaed in September 
2008 and delivered its first RB-M (hull # II) in Q4 FY 2009. During OT&E, RB-Ms 
imnahinl in LRIP, delivering apiroximately one RB-M per month. Approval of the 
OT&E report in Decembo' 2009 mailced the end of LRIP. ADE-3 (full production 
decision) was approvnl on 2 Mar 2010. During full production, both the MMC Green 
Bay, Wisccmsin facility and the Kvkhak Marine Kent, Washington facility win ctelivo' at 
least 15 RB-Ms aimually for a total of no less than 30 boats per year. 
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Action C: Top Level Pro.^ Basdine 

The APB establishes the “top tevel” qualified ranges for critical poformance, cost and 
schedule paramders for the RB-M Acquisition Project during the Produce/I^Ioy/ 
Support phase of the acquisition {Hocess. 

Cl. Project Performance 

These perfOTinance measures reflect the mission critical requirements as derived directly 
from the Key Performance I^uanreters (KPP) in the Operational Requirements Document 
(ORD) as v^dared during the Analyze/Select (fonnerly the Concqrt and Technology 
Develc^mumt (CTD)) ]d)ase of the acquisition pnxress. Objectives are only idratified for 
those KPPs where athjmced capability is d«ired. There are no changes to Bie 
pafwnuuKe paramders u part of thb revidon. 


H.' 1 ItMi 1 \|)iil 'iiilr Ri ■ .III) 1 ; \i 1 .1 .ii.' 

Ki.\ I’l I liJi tn.iiur 

i'.ii .itnclr 1 1 Kl'I'i . 

llnish(4<l OhjtiliM 

Length 

45 feet 0 inch maximum 


Beam 

IS feet 0 inch maximum 


l>aft 

4 feet 1 inch maximum 

3 feet 0 inch 

Weight 

40,000 pounds maximum in the hoi^ng condition 


Speed 

40 knots 

30 knots sustained 

No more than S knots at idle 

45 knots 

Range 

250 nautical miles at 30 knots 


Towing Size 

Towiog astern of a variety of vessels up to and 
including 100 tons displacement in all Mission 
Capable sea and wind conditions as shown below. 


Sea keeping 

Mission cqiable and survivable up to die limiu 
shown below. 

Self-rightiDg 


c-i 
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0 10 20 30 40 50 


Wind Speed (knots) 


Testing on technical perfonnance is conducted prior to the acceptance of each RB-M. 
Opnaticmal Testing and Evaluation of the RB>M has beoi completed and determined that 
the RB-M is Operationally Effective and Operationally Suitable. 

TetAnical Peifnmumce Measurements 

The RB-M Acquisition Projert held a Detailed Design Review with MMC shortly after 
the RB-M production contract award in June 2006. The Detailed Design Review was 
divided into phases that reinesented relatively equal amount of Coast Guard review. The 
Government provided written approval for the Contractor to proceed with the purchasing 
and fabrication of components identified in each sqiarate phase. 

A series of baselines were developed between contract award and the Pteliminaiy 
Acc^itance Tests (PATs) of the flist production RB-M. The first baseline was tiie 
Functional Configuratitm Baseline (FCB). This baseline included top-levd performance 
specifications identified by Ships Work Breakdown Structure (SWBS) and was 
established upon production contract award. The othn baselines woe established based 
on Government qiproval of the associated Physical Configuration Audit (PCA). These 
baseliiws included the Allocated Configuration Basdine (ACB) and the Developnttnt 
Configuration Baseline (DCB). Biture basdines include the Prdiminaiy Product 
Configuration Baseline (p-PCS) and the Produa Configuration Baseline (PCB). 

The PCA will be conducted as the final st^ of the PATs on the first fell rate production 
RB-M. The PCA will be conducted to verify consistency between the configuration 
documentation and the actual RB-M, including outfitting and logistics suj^iort prcHiucts. 
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CX Project Schedule 

The schedule is bas^ upon the present limittiion of a S-year base period for Indefinite 
Delivery indefinite C^antity (IDIQ) type ctmtracts and a three-year o[nion period. All 
schedule pariun^eis have been compU^ up to and including the ADE-3 Production 
Decision. 


*^1 III it'ltl 

ILivcIim-: RivKiiiii-I- 

• . ^ V . 1 III 1 '•iiiiM < In « 

CG ARC Brief 

1004 




DHS IRB ApiSDval 

03A)5 




Dedsiwi Milestooe: Alternative 
Selection 

03/05 




Phase 2 RFP Release 

04/03 




Award LRIP Contract 

(DHS & Congressiooa} notification) 

ma 

4QFY06 

06/06 


Delivery of the first LRIP boat 

3QFY07 

1QFY08 

04fi» 


OT&E Complete 

4QFY08 

mo 

I2«9 


ADE-3 Production Dedsion 

4QFY<B 

FYIO 

031^0 


IOC 

FY08 

FYIO 

4QFYI0 

3QFY10 

FOC 

FY13 

PY15 

2QFYI6 

4QFY15 


Schedule Performance Measurement 

llie Contractor developed and maintains an event-driven Integrated Master Plan (IMP) 
and an event-driven Integrated Master Schedule (IMS). These are used in conjunction 
with the Earned Value Management System (EVMS) to monitor the schedule 
performance of the RB-M Acquisition Project. 
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C3. Project Cost 

The Total Acquisition Cost, Quantities and Useful life for the RB-M Acquisition Project 
remain unchanged. Revisions have been made to the Opaaticms & Support Cost to 
reflect bmwn personnel costs and updated pricing information as analyzed in preparation 
ofADE-3. 


.1 

1 

( os{ i Hk’unrius ^ 

;J 

m ( i.-aknuiU 

( iis ruul I’hiisr: 

Ill T lu-ii \ cur 1 

I’rii(liia7i)i'|il(n 

Iti'viMim •?! 

1 ASiipiiiiri 

U('\ fO 

1 

Rfl. ivinll :-'l 
()i>jci,liM 

Total Acxjuisitioo Cost 

S401 

$610 

$659 

$610 

Operations & Suppot 

U09 

$809 


■■EESl 

Life-Cycle Cost Estimate 

$1.2t0 



$2J)942 

Quantities 

180 




Useful Life 

20 Yeats 





' Operatfons & Support (O&S) Cost 

The O&S Cost has incieasoi $67SM beyond the currently approved $S09M to $1 ,484M. 
The revised figure is based on increases in fuel costs (-$147M) and the inclusion of 
previously omitted (^jerating personnel costs (~$S28M). 

2 Life-Cycle Cost Estimate (LCCE) 

The LCCE is the sum of die Total Acquisition Cost and O&S Cost The LCCE has 
increased $675M to $2,094M based on the increased O&S Cost from $809M to $1 .484M. 

Cost Perfomiance Measurements 

The RB-M Acquisition Project Management Team is committed to using an Earned 
Value Management System (EVMS) that meets ANS/EIA Standard 748. During the 
Otoin phase of the acquisition process, steps were taken to design an Earned Value 
Management (EVM) fiamework for effective project management and controls. The 
RB-M Acquisition Project leveraged lessons learned from other a^ncy acquisition 
programs and is using those insights to manage the cost, schedule, and technical 
performance during the project life cycle. Integrated Baseline Reviews (IBRs) are 
conducted joindy with f^C and started after the RB-M production contract award in 
June 2006. An IBR is held after each set of RB-M hulls are ordered. The IBRs are 
intended to provide a mutual understanding of the risks inherent in MMC’s performance 
plans and underlying management control systems and are an essential element of the 
RB-M Acquisition Project's risk management approach. 
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